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Foreword

As stated in Part I of this report "Authority, Rules and Aggres-
sion" by Robert D. Hess and June L. Tapp, the initial planning of this
study stemmed from informal discussions during a cross-national con-
ference on the education of children and adolescents at the University
of Chicago. We together with R. D. Hess acted as the cross-national
investigators for the overall project.

Part I of the report, submitted March 1969, presents results from
a questionnaire entitled Your Ideas About People and Rules (YIAPR)
given to the children to assess their attitudes concerning authority
figures and rules. This questionnaire was an expanded and extensively
revised version of an earlier one used in previous research on political
socialization (Hess and Torney 1967).

Part II primarily presents an analysis of children's responses
to a series of pictures depicting aggressive confrontations between
children and adults or between children (Picture Aggression Ratings).
Also this volume reports the results of children's responses to a series
of questions concerning the classroom behavior of their peers (Peer
Nomination Inventory). Both of these instruments are revised versions
of similar measures used by Leigh Minturn in previous research (Minturn
1967, Minturn and Lewis, 1968).

In addition, Part II includes an analysis of children's responses
to an interview concerning their ideas about the consistency ane en-
forcement of rules, the inevitability of detection, punishment for rule
violation. This interview is based on one primarily designed by June
L. Tapp.

All instruments used in this cross - national research project were
revised and modified during the couyse of two pilot studies and at
two conferences of national and senior investigators in Milan, Italy
(1965) and Athens, Greece (1966). In addition to cross-national pilot
studies and conferences, a Field Manual was written to insure cross-
cultural comparability. The pilot work as well as the general field
and analytical procedures are described briefly in the Methodology
chapter.

This research effort represents the work of many people, including
children and school officials who were kind enough to let us come into
the classrooms to collect our data. The cooperating investigators in
each of the participating countries were:



Denmark

Co-Investigators:

Research Assistants:

Greece

iv

Svend Skyum-Nielsen, Associate Professor,
The Royal Danish School of Educational
Studies, Copenhagen N.V.

Hans D. Waltzer, Assistant Professor,
University of Aarlus.

Leif Nord, Bente Drum

Principal Investigator: Leigh Minturn, Professor, University of
Colorado

Co-Investigators: Vasso Vassiliou, Director, Athenian Insti-
tute of Anthropos

Maria Tenezakis, Research Associate,
Stanford University

Research Assistants: Antonia Lecatsas, Haris Katakis, Frosso
Rotous, Th. Triandafyllo, Angel Mitzalis

India

Co-Investigator: B. Kuppuswamy, Director, Institute for
Social and Psychological Research,
Yajanagar, Bangalore.

Project Coordinator: K. Gera, Department of Psychology,
University of Delhi.

Italy

Co-Investigators Marcello Cesa-Bianchi, Professor of
Psychology, Medical Faculty, University
of Milan, and Chairman, Institute of
Psychology, City of Milan

Anna Mallardi Corbascio, Research Psy-
chologist, Institute of Psychology of
the Medical Faculty, University of Milan

Palma Bregani, Research Psychologist,
Institute of Psychology of the Medical
Faculty, University of Milan
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Research Associates: Grazia Calegari Magistretti and Paolo
Calegari

Research Assistant: Gabriella Rublni

Japan

Co-Investigator: Akira Hoshino, Associate Professor
International Christian University,
Mitska, Tokyo.

Researfl Associates: Koich Hasegawa, Haruo Nishimura, Robert
W. Avery

United States

Co-Investigators: Robert D. Hess, Professor, Stanford
University

June L. Tapp, Program Director, American
Bar Foundation, and Associate Professorial
Lecturer, University of Chicago

Research Associate: Felice Levilw

Research Assistants: Richard Ayesse, Carl Hildebrand, Roberta
Tabor

The analysis of the data for both Parts I and II was carried out
at the University of Chicago under the direction of. June L. Tapp,
assisted by Leigh Minturn, who spent the year in Chicago, on leave
from the Urbana campus of the University of Illinois in order to par-
ticipate more closely at this crucial stage of the research. During
the year of the data analysis Robert D. Hess was on leave from the
University of Chicago to the Institute for Advanced Studies at Stan-
ford. He returned to Chicago several times during the year for
conferences on the data analysis. The authors are particularly grate-
ful to Dr. Darrel R. Bock and Dr. David E. Wiley of the University of
Chicago for their assistance in helping us develop appropriate sta-
tistical analyses and programming necessary for a project of this
scope (Wiley and Bock, 1967).

The editing and compilation of this volume was done by Leigh
Minturn at the University of Colorado. Dr. Minturn wishes to express
gratitude to her typists, Colleen Glenn and Aileene Sperling, and her
secretary, Jean Brawn, and Dr. Tapp to her secretary, Brenda Smith,
for their assistance in preparing the final version of this volume.
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We are especially grateful for the support provided by both the Uni-
versity of Colorado and the American Bar Foundation in the final
stages of the project.

To the Tapp girls, Kami and Mara, we are appreciative of their
willingness to let us try our ideas on them. Finally, we wish to
thank the many children of the world whose responses are the substance
of this text. Without them, there would have been no project.

Leigh Minturn
June L. Tapp

October 31, 1970
University of Colorado
American Bar Foundation and University of Chicago
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THE ASSESSMENT OF AGGRESSION:

A REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

by June L. Tapp

with the assistance of Felice J. Levine

The term aggressive behavior characteristically is viewed
as an attempt to hurt or injure someone. The attempt may issue

from'an'indiiridUal or.groap, in either ifibtance, society' develops
policies and techniques as well assets standards to control overt
expressions. Historical concern about the regulation and modifi-
cation of such behavior has resulted in the social sciences devoting
substantial intellectual and economic resources to its study at both
the basic and applied levels. Research interest on the topic co-

ver; ; a range of issues from whether aggression is innate or learned
to determining equivalencies between diverse behaviors such as
physical aggression, hostile verbalization, or passive resistance.
Extensive statements as well as excellent reviews of the major
theoretical, methodological, and empirical efforts are readily
available (e.g., Bandura & Walters, 1959, 1963a, 1963b; Berkowitz,
1962, 1965; Buss, 1961; Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer,& Sears, 1939;
Feshbach, 1970; Whiting & Child, 1953; Zigler & Child, 1969). The
purpose of this chapter is less encompassing. Rather it is designed
1) to review the theoretical and methodological traditions of the
projective and peer nomination sociometric instruments used in the
present study, 2) to review the empirical findings on the status,
role, action, and sex norms governing the expressions of aggression,
and 3) to review research comparing sex, age, social class, and
cultural differences both in the norms and overt expressions of
aggression.

Background of Instruments

Picture Aggression Rating (PAR)

'2,1e Picture .\ggression Rating builds upon a comprehensive
body of re.earu- utilizing projective techniques to measure fantasy
aggression (e.g., Feshbach, 1955; Jensen, 1957; Lesser, 1958; Mussen
& Naylor, 1954). It is a direct descendant of the Thematic Appercep-
tion Test (TAT) originally developed as a clinical tool by Murray
(1943) for personality assessment; aggression is only one of the
needs measured by this instrument. Buss' The Psychology of Aggression
(1961) includes a particularly noteworthy review and evaluation of the



R-2

utility of the TAT projective technique and its variants for
measurement of aggression (e.g., Kagan, 1956; Lesser, 1957).

These pictorial methods have been employed in a wide variety of
non-experimental.studies exploring the relationship between TAT aggres-

sion and aggressiveness as measuredby athletic activity (Husman, 1955), self-

ratings (Baylis, Henry, McArthur, & McNmara, 1955;'Lindzey &
Tejessey, 1956), teacher evaluations (Jensen, 1957; Kagan, 1956),
supervisor or counselor ratings in institutionalized settings
(Miller, 1953; Mussen & Naylor, 1954), and so forth. In
experimental contexts, TAT-type devices have been used to
measure changes that occur under laboratory conditions. For
example, Feshbach (1955) administered TAT cards to insulted and
non-insulted groups, Buss and Foliart (1958) after aggressive
role-play, and Lindzey and Kalnins (19.58) before and after the
experience of failure.

Also experimental research has studied the impact of fantasy
projective techniques on subsequent aggressive behavior (Berkowitz,
1960; Feshbach, 1955; Hornberger, 1959). These investigations
(e.g., Berkowitz, 1960, 1962, 1964; Berkowitz & Geen, 1966, 1967;
Buss, 1961, 1963; Feshbach, 1955, 1956, 1961) aim at determining the
cathartic, inhibiting, and inducing effects on subsequent aggression
of such fantasy experiences as TAT-type cards, films, or doll play.
BerkowtEz and Geen (1966; 1967) found that provoked subjects viewing
a nonaggressive film demonstrated less aggression subsequently than
those who saw an aggressive film. However, more importantly, if
the aggression was depicted as justified, subjects exhibited less
subsequent aggression than if the filmed aggression was unjustified.

Another example of this genre is the work of Feshbach (1955)
who reported a reduction in aggression among angered subjects,
permitted to express hostility in TAT-type stories. The fact that
the cards were initially developed to measure individual, not
group, differences might explain Feshbach's (1955) failure to obtain
aggressive stories from some angered subjects in response to TAT
stimuli- Also, as far back as Bellak (1944), TAT cards were found
to vary in "card pull" for aggressive stories. Auld, Eron and Laffal
(1955) noted that only three TAT cards elicited aggression with sufficient
frequency to permit scaling. As Buss reminded researchers in 1961 (p. 151),
thp TAT is an "omnibus instrument, designed to yield information about a
wide variety of behavior."

?agile-cognizant of some -of .thesermethodolop,ical probisiS, -

Minturn (1967; 1968; 1969) in the'initial development of the PAR 'in-
strument was heavily influenced by earlier pictorial projective devices
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used for both the assessment and inducement of aggression. Like
Kagan (1956) and Lesser (1957), however, Minturn aimed at refining
TAT-type pictures to obtain a more reliable measure of aggression.
She designed a set of stimulus pictures specifically to elicit
aggressive themes. From a base of 166 pictures, Minturn devised
a set that could be sorted out reliably along the dimensions of
aggressiveness, disturbingness, humourousness, and justice. These
pictures with defined, less ambiguous characterizations "can be used
for experimental work where accurate prediction of group reactions,
rather than analysis of the subtieties of individual differences,
is required [Minturn, 1967, p. 99]." Also, Minturn (1967) and in
subsequent work with Lewis (1968b) found that scale ratings of the
pictures yielded the same information as stories and thus provided
a valid metric. This further refinement, embodied in the PAR
instrument utilized in the present cross-national study, represents
an important improvement because the more structured method is

simpler to administer, less expensive to analyze, and more adaptable
to different cultural settings.

Peer Nomination Inventory (PNI)

The Peer Nomination Inventory, like the PAR, builds upon previous
research on aggression (e.g., Eron, Laulicht,& Walder, 1956; Lesser, 1959;
Minturn & Lewis, 1968a, Walder, Abelson, Eron, Banta,& Laulicht, 1961;
Wiggins & Winder, 1961). This sociometric measure is an extension and
modification of the Peer-Rate Index of Aggression developed by the Rip Van
Winkle Research Group (Walder et al., 1961). The basic premise of sociometrics
is that peers provide good sources of information about the aggressive
behavior of their age associates. Following the tradition of Hartshorne,
May, and Mailer's (1929) "Guess Who" test and more recently Tuddenham's
(1952) "Reputation Test," the Index poses a series of questions
to children about each other in everyday exchanges. For example, "Who
starts a fight over nothing?" and "Who takes the other Children's things
without asking?" are respectively physical and acquisitive aggressive
items.

Recent studies demonstrate the construct validity of this
peer nomination sociometric device and related permutations (Feshbach,
1970; Flavell & Hill, 1969; Kagan, 1956; Lesser, 1957; Patterson, 1967;
Williams, Meyerson,& Eron, 1967). For example, Lesser's (1952) earlier
research demonstrated a positive relationship between peer ratings of
aggression and parental rejection. In a later report, his investigation
(Lesser, 1957) showed a significant positive relationship between peer
ratings and fantasy aggression for children of permissive mothers and
a significant negative correlation for children of restrictive mothers.
Another of his studies (1959), on the relationship between various forms
of aggression and popularity among lower class fifth and sixth grade
children, indicated that physical aggression (e.g., hits back if
someone hits him first) was approved peer behavior while indirect
aggression (e.g., tattling to the teacher) received the least social
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support. More recent work by Eron, Welder, Toigo, and Lefkowitz (1963)
showed that peer ratings of aggression were highest when parents
reported using physical punishment. The most direct test of the
validity of the Peer-Rate Index, however, was executed by Williams,
Meyerson, and Eron (1967). They found eight year old children rated
high in aggression by peers made more frequent, intense, and longer
lasting aggressive responses than did children rated low by peers.
They concluded that "It is possible, therefore, to identify high-
and low-aggressive children by a simple, practical, and economic
'Guess Who' procedure [Williams et al., 1967, p. 189]." The PNI
provides the present investigators with just such a technique.

Norms of Aggression

More than assessing aggressive feelings toward various forms
of overt aggressive exchange between individuals, the PAR fantasy
projective instrument in an important sense measures the internalized
social norms of appropriate interpersonal behavior. As Berkowitz
(1962, p. d8) stressed, "If a person has developed extremely strong
inhibitons against expressing aggression, he is not likely to express
hostility readily either in fantasy tasks or in 'real life'." Therefore,
subjects' reactions to projective stimuli are more likely also to reveal
internalized normative standards governing their aggressive fantasies.
Berkowitz's chapter on "The Inhibition of Aggressive Acts" in Aggression:
A Social Psychological Analysis (1962) is perhaps the most comprehensive,
informative,and insightfulreview on the relationship between internalized
norms and aggressive expressions. In his own studies on film violence,
which heavily influenced the present investigators' research, viewers
felt freer to aggress against an annoying experimenter if the filmed
aggression was presented as iustified (Berkowitz, Corwin,& Heironimus,
1963; Berkowitz & Geen, 1966; Berkowitz &.Rawling6963)'.., Similarly. other
researchers investigated*the conditions which.may.affect the legitimacy or
juStification of aggression. (e.g., Jopes,.Hester,.Farina,. & Davis, 1959).

Status and Role Norms

The status and role of the individuals involved in an aggressive
exchange appear to be crucial dimensions influencing judgments of legiti-
macy and rightness of an action. Data gathered in various research set-
tings--sumier camp (Lippitt, Polansky, Redl, & Rosen, 1958), junior high
school (Graham, Charwat, Honig, & Welty, 1951)', college (Cohen, 1955,
1958), and military (Thibaut & Rieken, 1955)--attest to the power of
the status norm regarding aggression. In general, aggression by high
status persons--either by virtue of formal authority, prestige, or age- -
acquire more social sanction; punishment, overt anger, or hostility by
such figures is more acceptable than the same behavior exhibited by
individuals with less status. Berkowitz (1962, p. 77),in depicting the
status norm, concluded that, "[F] or any degree of aggression received,
siblings, friends, and peers probably would elicit a stronger reaction
than would those people in authority who had the power and social right
to punish aggression directed against them."



R-5

Earlier work by Minturn (1967; 1968) and then with Lewis. (1968b)
using similar aggressive stimuli pictures yielded supportive findings.
In her basic study designed to develop pictures with predictable char-
acteristics, Minturn's (1967) identifitaion of the legitimate status
of both the victim and aggressor contained evaluative components. For
example, justified aggression was aggression executed by a policeman
while unjustified aggression was perpetrated by a burglar. She found
that her hypothesized just and unjust exchanges reliably differentiated:
Aggression by persons of legitimate authority was judged more justifi-
able, less aggressive, and less disturbing than aggression by law break-
ers or deviants. Since Minturn's status dimension included an evalua-
tive, "good guy-bad guy" component, her results may not be attributed
solely to social norms justifying authority. Minturn and Lewis' follow-
up study on adults and children (1968b) is more dispositive regard-
ing status norms. The picture series administered to children varied
parent and child figures as the criteria of just aggression. Adults
were administered this series and an additional one which varied police
and other non-authority (non-deviant) figures. For example, a picture
of a father hitting or scolding a child, Minturn and Lewis called "just"
aggression, the equivalent of high status or authority aggression. The

ratings clearly indicated that both adults and children viewed "unjust"
aggression as most wrong; it was more appropriate for those with hight-
status to aggress.

Social norms about the differences in the legitimacy of aggression
for specific authority figures have not been systematically assessed.
However, due to the extensive work studying child rearing antecedents,
some information is available about parental authority figures. Sears,
Maccoby, arartevileswidely known study (1957) of middle and lower class
mothers found that children learn not to aggress against mothers, but to
express their aggression only to peers or younger children. Minturn and
Lewis' study (1968b), utilizing parent figures, arrived at the same
familial norm. Parents evidently transmit standards and expectations
which sanction parent aggression toward children but severely condemn
child aggression to parents (Bandura, 1960; Bandura & Walters; 1959;
Sears, Maccoby, & Levin,"1957).

Research on children's perceptions of7appropriate-aggreggiVe reactions
to policemen and teachers is essentially absent. However, findings
extant on adult authority figures and on inter-system support among
figures (Hess & Tapp, 1969) suggest that children reFard parents,
teachers, and policemen similarly am a number of crucial role dimensions,
e.g., fairness, affiliation, power to punish. Young children particu-
larly believe that non-compliance (a component of aggressive expression)
even to a "wrong" or unjust order by the police figure is untenable
(Hess&Toxney, 1967). Apparently confrontation, i.e., aggressive ex-
change, with the police even to challenge injustice is very threaten-
ing and generally inhibited. Further, as related in Part I of our study
(Hess & Tapp, 1969), although few children :reported that they would re-
main passive in the face of injustice from authority figures including
teachers and police, few also advanced the aggressive alternative of
"get even." In interaction with these figures, children, especially
older ones, may inhibit overt face-to-face aggression but learn to
express disruptive sentiments covertly (Buss, 1961; Clausen, 1968).
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Sex Norms

A culture also transmits sex-related norms of appropriate behavior
with regard to aggression. Excellent comprehensive critiques of research
and theory on sex differences are included in Berkowitz (1962), Feshbach
(1970), and Maccoby (1966). According to Berkowitz (1962, p. 272),
biological differences are probably relatively unimportant in compari-
son to cultural training where children learn behavior appropriate to
their sex. To Sears (1963, 1965) as well as many other investigators
(e.g., Kagan & Moss, 1962; Lynn, 1962, 1969; Mischel, 1970), aggression
is a key variable defining sex-role behavior. Girls internalize the
cultural standard that aggressiveness should be inhibited. "osually, boys

are expected and encorraged to be more aggressive while they are also
more frequently the recipients of physical punishment. For example,
Sears, Maccoby, and Levin (1957) reported that boys displayed more
aggressive behavior probably because they were rewarded tv fir rl-gr,s-
sion and negativistic behavior. Conversely, girls were_praised more for
prosocial, compliant behavior and were more often subject to punishment
and withdrawal of love for aggression and disobedience, hence girls learned
to be more conforming and obedient (Lansky, Crandall, Kagan, & Baker,
1961: Mussen, 1969; Stevenson, 1967). In summary, societal norms are
more critical and negative about female aggression in contrast to male
aggression; a finding further substantiated through projective techniques.
(Minturn, 1967; Minturn & Lewis, 1968b),

In a compilation of the results of approximately thirty studies
by Oetzel (1966), boys repeatedly were found to be more aggressive.
This finding based on subjects from 2 years of age through adulthood
emerged from a variety of settings including observational, rating,
experimental, projective, and self report type paradigms. The sex norm
inhibiting female aggression appears to have a compelling effect, par-
ticularly with regard to the expression of physical aggression.
However, as Feshbach (1970, p. 192) reported more indirect (non-
physical) forms of aggression yield a somewhat more variable pattern
(e.g., Kagan & Moss, 1962; Sears, 1961).

Furthermore, the sex norm extends beyond the sex of the aggressor
to the sex of the victim. In addition to demonstrating that males ad-
ministered more shocks than females to victims in a learning experiment,
Buss' study (1963) of college students also reported that males shocked
male victims more than female victims. Male aggression directed at
females is generally considered more wrong and less justified than com-
parable aggression directed at other males, while females are generally
required to be unaggressive to both males and females (Taylor & Epstein,
1967). However, Taylor and Epstein's experiment (1967) did not entirely
confirm these normative assumptions: While both sexes were reluctant
to shock a female opponent, college females were extremely aggressive
in response to a male antagonist, arguing that "Any man who behaves in
such a manner deserves all the punishment he can get [p. 4851."
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Hitting and Scolding Norms

Social norms seem also to sanction various forms of aggressive ex-
pression. Graham, Charvat, Honig,and Welty (1951) found that pre-
adolescents had a much more hostile reaction to physical aggression in
comparison to verbal attIcks. .Apparently older subjects felt similarly.
Buss (1963) working with college students found a more aggressive response
to physical pain than to verbal interference. Studies by Minturn (1967)
and Minturn and Lewis (1968b) again yielded cc.isistent results: Physical
aggression was judged more wrong, more frightening, more angry, more
aggressive, and more disturbing than verbal aggression. Even in ex-
changes between peers, that is persons of equal status, aellts and
children rated physical aggression more negatively than verbal aggres-
sion. In contrast however, Lesser (1959) found that lower class fifth
and sixth grade children were more approving of peers who responded with
physical punishment than of those who employed verbal, particularly
tattling, techniques.

Demographic Differences in Aggression

Sex

Some differences it aggression for various groupings are so
pervasive and predictable that they become identified as a normative
group standard. For example, aggression strongly appears to be a sex-typed
behavior. It is more appropriate or sanctioned when manifested in one
sex--males--than another (Mischel, 1970). The patterns of socializing
males and females about the appropriateness of their aggressive behavior
so markedly diverge that the differences have come to be viewed as a
social norm. Since sex is one of the norms affecting aggression of
specific interest in our study, this literature was reviewed in the norms
section above. However, other group differences may also strongly
condition the acquisition or inhibition of aggressive responses and
thereby take on normative characteristics. For example, in the pre-
sent project the socio - economic status of the aggressor and victim
(e.g., butcher, veterinarian) might have been varied to determine
the effect of SES norms on legitimizing aggression.

Age

The literature on age changes in aggressive behavior and in
attitudes and standards about aggressiveness is sparse and sketchy.
A large portion of the work on aggression was done primarily with
preschool children. Again Buss (1961) and Feshbach (1970) provide
good reviews of what is available on this topic. In part, the
difficulty with studying age trends in aggressiveness is exacerbated
because there are age differences in the mode of aggressive expression.
Goodenough's fundamental study (1931) of children between one and
eight years old demonstrated an age decrease in physical punishment



with a concomitant increase
techniques. As Buss (1961,
"Physical aggression occurs
the child can make striking
command of speech to use IA;
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in scolding, threat, and isolation
p. 280) subsequently pointed out,
before verbal aggression simply because
responses before he has sufficient
in attack."

While the reviews indicate that research finding; are
somewhat contradictory, generally aggression seems to increase
until adolesence. For example, Crandall, Orleans, Preston, and Rabson
(1958) reported that children at age seven exhibited more aggression to
peers than children at age four. With age, diffuse rage reactions
become more specifically focused into aggressive behavior (Sears
et al., 1957) and, although perhaps inhibited in the presence of
adults, aggressive actions seem to increase in frequency (Buss,
1961). This is consistent with Baldwin's theory (1955) that at
around preadolescence compliance to authority is at a low ebb and
the peer group becomes increasingly important: Children demonstrate
noncompliance and express their aggressive responses. Also such
an age pattern parallels Kohlberg's (1963a; 1963b) and Piaget's
(1932) findings that with maturity children exhibit more questioning
of adults and do not think authorities' status or power position
per se legitimizes their rules.

In addition to the above, there also appears to be some ampli-
fication with age in the sex norm of aggression. Jersild and Markey's
observational study (1935) on nursery school children found not only
that boys were more aggressive, but also that the difference was
even greater for older children. Although sex differences emerge
as early as age two, with maturity the sex norm may be even more
strongly internalized. The review of the sex differences literature
reveals, however, that these early learned norms remain crucial
factors throughout the life cycle.

Socio-Economic Status

Although there has been substantial research on social class
differences in aggression, few definitive statements can be made.
Contrary to the commonplace assumption that people from different
socio-economic strata learn different attitudes toward aggression,
the empirical evidence yields a more complicated picture. This com-
plexity is well conveyed in comprehensive reviews by Hess (1970)
and again by Feshbach (1970) and Berkowitz (1962). In summary, the
data on class differences in aggressiveness are ambiguous. For ex-
ample, although Lesser's study (1959) indicated physical punishment
was very popular among lower class boys, unjustified aggression re-
ceived little popularity--no more than would be expected in the
middle class. Furthermore, there is no compelling evidence that
loweeelass children are more aggressive than middle class children
(Buss, Durkee, & Baer, 1956). While several studies found lower
class children more aggressive (e.g., Feagin, 1968; Goldstein, 1955;
McKee & Leader, 1955: Stoltz & Smith, 1959), others found greater
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Culture

The final demographic background char.,cteristic considered in
in the present study is culture. croup differences in aggressive
expressions led Sears, Maccoby, and Levin (1958 n. 351) to observe,
"All human societies, even all colony-living subhuman primates,
have rules to limit the kinds and direction of aggression that
may be expressed." Children in all cultures exhibit aggressive be-
haviors; yet, each culture has a different tolerance for aggressive
expressions and its owi. socializing practices to cope with these
overt manifestations (Whiting, 1963; Whiting & Child. 1953). Thus,
while there are commonalities in aggression, the patterns reflect
cultural variation (Mead, 1935). In reviewing the literature,
Zigler and Child (1969) concluded that overt aggression is higher
and guilt about it lower in societies that value and reward such
behavior. For instance, Biesheuvel's study (1959) of two African
groups, one peaceful and the other warlike, revealed that the
warlike group utilized frequent, severe physical punishment which
reinforced aggressiveness. Lambert, Triindis, and Wolf's work
(1959) also demonstrated that societies which employed punitive
socialization techniques believed in oppressive, malevolent dieties
while societies with benevolent dieties emphasized values of
affection and nurturance.

Furthermore, in all societies people distinguish between
kinds of authority such as legitimate-illegitimate, feminine-
masculine, and benign-malicious. Behavioral adaptation to
status figures and values, beliefs, and fantasies about authority,
however, may vary with the cultural conditions and the authority
(Inkeles & Levinson, 1969). Minturn and Lambert (11-464), in Mothers
of Six Cultures, hypothesized economic and living arrangements under
which children would be more likely to be punished for mother-
directed and peer-directed aggression. In cultures where mothers
have some economic independence, live in a nuclear family household,
and expect children to assist regularly with chores, their status
permits them to enforce authority, and children are likely to be
punished for mother-directed aggression. Indian women, who have
low status, were the most permissive in this regard. Also, con-
sistent with Whiting's study (1959), in societies where families
share communal living quarters with relatives and close ties with
neighbors, children are likely to be punished for peer-directed
aggression. Mothers in the United States encouraged rotalintion
to peers and were more lenient in their expectations of obedience,
while Mexican mothers discouraged aggression and expected prompt
obedience.

In contrast to status norms of aggression, there is greater
universality in the sex norms among societies. As Mischel (197C,
p. 7) succinctly described, "Sex-role stereotypes are pervasive and
widely shared within particular cultures, and to some extent across
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cultures D'i.ndrnd(. . 1966; Whitinp Whitinp, 1962).' In six
different cultures, ',1)It1nr and Child (1962) (.,',served more physical

aPprension 5y boys than pirls. nnrry, Bacf n, and Child's cross-
cultural survey (1957) ('f resca-ch nn sex diffor(nces concluded that
in the majority of culture!, oirls ar( more e5edient and nurturant
boys, more self-relinnt and achiement orient,d. They reported
thrt sex differences t-e rrcrter in cultures where physical
apility is emphnsized .o., 5untinr socleAiLs). l!ciwver, 'linturn

and Lambert's data (1964) rcvelleA nP stria p sex diff.:rence in
mother-directed or pe(2r-directed and concluded that
other researchers like Barry, Blum, and aild may be overestimating
male agpresnivenoss.

While this review 1):1 f,-(-11!;(1 (n ::iffer.'nc,s am- cultures,
also subcultural patterns within a soci.A..7 may vary in the rein-
forcement, expressiin, and inhibition of a(Tr:!1?,ton. 1)et;pi tr n

history of mnd cont:nporary tinsions, systematic research
on subcultural norms if nrr,:ssion is spnrs, . thk. most part,
no clear-cut difference_ attri5utn51 s: to subculture
have been ritnrcusly est:;b11:0:,(- 711,r:2 h-3: 5,e.1 :zone work in the

United States on the relaticn:.hip (20:nicitv (race), sccial
class, and culture in chi id rearfn,. lenrnity (L.p.,

Clausen 6 Williams, 19637 DriVi7i, 1941, 1W43: flavis b aviRhurst,
1946, 1947). And thouh subcultural experionces nay have. an effect,
it is loss clear whether iz in lue t chance, her.f!ity, or cnste
sanction.

Some sytematie work Ly ear,n (19(10 rev. 11.:,1 that Mat_
sanctions affect,A personality struotut uffiiently to account
for differential mod, , e' exnr(s,lon between black and
white Americnta. Of :-L-ven c5aract:ristic. six were directly
related to nppressic.n: ---r,ssim wan strong, for
blacks, it Was conWnw:IY suppt,ssed or deni(d. Hess' recent
review (1970) of "Class. and lahtli. Influence:- 1,110 Scialization"

included further supportiv stu0i,s 'n thnir snhcultural natterns.
For example, Katz '. ,tulie. th, ff,-ct t rac on productivity
and interaction (K:tz V.412 ((.1dston, 4 Benjamin,

1950 conjectured that ()lacks prform,d 1, w,.11 because thew

feared that ccmpctiti,,a hi oh p,rson would he con-
sidered apgressiv. An,! :it)! s( (1"53) reIcrt(d tll.t blacks TAT
stories were much mor, t111 whit,'.' stori(s, althouph

black "apRression n0r: (lt,n fo (vrbal) forms
than did oppression in tit( stou-ie of wht, (Wss, 1970,
p. 49(1)." Tbon finOitwfi contir,d (1,r;,.rvatiens (A psycho -

analytically- oriented sect: 1: (Atnt !sr!. (, !)al, 19411; Kardiner

Oveney, 1951) that a con lu-,1)1(:, ter blati :.m,ticans in the
handlinp of op(ressicn. Ihtt ,in( to the :stir of .pecific compara-
tive research, conclusins on subcultural p.ett(:-ns in apRression
and the norms of ..!renion aro ti,ccw,aril t.:etrict(d.
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Methodology

A. General Statement of the Design of the Study and

the Problem of Comparability

by

June Tapp

The design of the study involved a cross-national investigation
of the patterns of socialization of children into the compliance
systems of society focusing upon aggressive behavior and compliant
relationships, particularly in the school. The cross-national design
with its comparative data provided an opportunity to determine the
universality of patterns of aggression and compliance toward authority.
The design of the study involved comparative studies in six countries
(seven cultures), selected to provide variations in norms controlling
compliant and aggressive behavior. The participating countries were
Denmark, Greece, India, Italy, Japan, and the llaited States--black
and white subcultures. In each country elementary age children
(grades 4, 6, and 8) in urban areas constituted the research popula-
tion.

The design had several component parts which assessed: 1) children's
orientations and behavior toward authority figures in selected com-
pliance systems; 2) children's conceptions of law and rule; 3) the
influences of status, role, and sex on the shaping of compliance and
aggressive behavior; 4) children's attitudes toward socially approved
and socially disapproved exercises of suthority and/or aggression in
equal and non-equal dyads; and 5) the relationship of such attitudes
and orientations to non-compliant or aggressive behavior in the class-
room and in turn, to the norms of the society. Data was gathered by
semistructures projective pictures, peer nominations, interview, and
teachers' rating techniques. Only the teacher ratings were not
analyzed in the present study. The study design involved examination
and analysis of the data in terms of sampling )ariations in demo-
graphic variables--age, sex, social e%onomic status, and ethnicity
or nation on psychological variables such as guilt, internalization
of norms, and fantasied aggression.

The contribution of any cross-national design is the perspective
that comparative data can provide; the problem in any cross-national
study is the assurance of comparability in such procedures as instru-

ment development, sampling, data collecting, analysis, and interpreta-
tion. The study's built-in intention was to contribute knowledge and



theory through b- 1"...11-Ch And . : i c at ions of

these results by sonhisticatd and string..nt c(;mpaaativ studies.

Since comparability t a major prohl m Jr. cross-national re:rch
And it, is important to _ricoura!,.. the participation of local in-

vestigators (r.ampbL11, 1967), a Field Manual witt,n to deal
with the gener;;1 probl,:m of comparability and cross-national
oarticipation (Journal of Social 196;). In order to
accomplish this task most Afectiv.Ay, Field Manuals for cross-
national use wet'.: written on both ;ail,. studies and the final
field study. The A171 of the Field was the maintenance of
cemparabilicy in the administrative nrocdur:s, tr:mlation tech-
niques, and the collection, preparation, :atocesing, and :talysis
of t':e data. Thc purpo:.'2 of :.ha Field Mlnual was to provid._ per-
ticipat'Ang investigators with ccmplete :.nd explicit descriptions
of the aims, orientations, procedure., res::arch populations, in-
struments, data processing procedures. :,r4d analysis of data tech-
niques for the cross-notional r,tudy of compliance systems. Th-

Field Manual was an explication and detailed reference bool for
the implementation of the proiect. entitled "Authority, Rules and
Aggres!jon: A Crcs%-natienal Study of S!.c1:Ji7ati(.n into Com-
pliance Sy!,tems," which forms t1,_: basis of this rcport.

The Field Ilenual is available 07, reouest from th._ nati:ana'

field investigators, the cross-national investigators, ::nd the
U.S. Office of Education. It provides an example of a methodological

attempt to deal with th.: problem of comparability in cross-national
research.

The Field Manual contained complete and specific directions
for every phase of the compliance study. 71 contained detailed

instructions for such research areas as translation procedures,
direction:: for instrument dev.-lopment, administration of cc:sting,

interviewing techniques, data analysis decislons, :;no so on. It

was designed so that each section was a descriptive, discrete unit
allowing the investigators ,asy entry into Any p1v.:te of the field
study. Since each part of the manual was a discrete unit , it was

so paginated. In add:Hon to the Field Manual, additional direc-
tions and memos were seut at relevant points of the field study;

they eventually bs!came pare of the Field Manual. The Manual was
designed so that additional memos and sections could be entered
in the proper section of the Field Manual and numbered consecu-
tively.

The Field Manual contained nit.- sections: introduction (aims

of the study and Field Manual), procedure:. (diteetions for securing
the research sample, translating the instruments preparing. for
testing, administering the instruments), pronaratiou for data pro-
cessing (data preparation And conventions of the 7:tudy), reliability
study, preparation for data processin!: of reliability, interview
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d,2!,cription:. of the lam, sample, content, Prenaration, administra-
tion, and repotting of intarvii!a: matrial!.), data anziysis ant'

report!, for cro!.-national conference!., data analysis and inter-
pretation for the final rprt. OL! ,:on.2rvativo strategy, in-
!Aruction!. for using .nalysi,, of varianc and moans outlut by
instrument, designs for other analy...2s), and 01..2 1,,pendices.

Ch.-,ract2ristics of tlia '.;ample

Subjcts wero ,...loctA from tha fourth, sixth, and .2ip,lith
,.;ride lvols in urban !,chc'ols and urban districts in each of the
particin:ting country.:',. Tho di..tribuLion of th.2 sampl.-2 was

approximat.A y 50 per c.-21it. 71.11 and 50 p.r cent female. For group-
admini:.terA intrumnt., the da ign so.lcifiA 100 subjects selected
from 2ach gr..de and socic,-,conomic 1.2.21 for a total s'n1111,1 of 600

children from k.ach participating country. Th.. actual numbers varied
somewhat as inJicatcd in th... d.2scription of the cross-national

s.:77.p1.2 (Tabl.:: M-1). In otYar to obtain co7.p1.Le (lats. for th... sample
is f :7;(2. re,;ui red number

insert T:ble M-1 h...ro

For the Individually-administ,:rad int,!rvi_w, a ten p.:r cont.

iandom sample was, drawn from thc subjacts in .21ch country who took
all group-administord intrumnt. Although specified
appro- .matAy 60 intervi.ws per country ..w:c..pt for the U.S. with
120, t.2$e numbors vlri.d omewht as is -anaront in th.: description
of t c ross - i on i nt ervi .21: sampl (T Oil .2 M-.2). Hal.,ove r , ..211

intk_..rview samples except Japan wor,

The tot 11 United States' ! included two ethnic roups
(2.o., black and whit ..). In the U.S., schools relatively homo-
gonou., with r.,pct to othnicity (..hito or black) and/or ..ocial
class u.. r.: chosen. Ethnicity wa., d..t.rminA by visual insn.2ction
at. each test. :dministration. In ambiguous th! classroom
11chr was consultA. Childrn nith.. hl ick nor white

*[FN: Tho Jipanose interview saplo contain,:d only 44 subjects
since 6th grad subiect wer.. univ.;i1 iblo. Of those, 25 wore
upper cl iss children from ditfoi.ont iroas. Therefore,

interview dlt a from Japan should ho considered beiring these points
in mind. 1
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TABLE M-1A

DESCRIPTION OF INTERVIEW SAMPLE ACROSS ALL COUNTRIES

GRADE
SES
SEX

LOW
G B

4

HIGH
G B G

6

LOW HIGHBO BGBGB
8

LOW HIGH

Country

Denmark 5 7 4 5 7 3 6 4 5 3 5 4

Greece 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

India 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Italy 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Japan 5 4 4 4 0 0 5 5 5 5 4 3

U.S. (white) 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
U.S. (black) 6 6 5 5 5 6 5 5 5 5 5 5

Total 37 37 33 34 32 29 36 34 35 33 34 32

GRADE SES SEX GRAND
4 6 8 LOW HIGH GIRLS BOYS TOTAL

Country

Denmark 21 20 17 30 28 32 26 58
Greece 20 20 20 30 30 30 30 60
India 2Q 20 20 30 30 30 30 60
Italy 20 20 20 30 30 30 30 60
Japan 17 10 17 19 25 21 23 46

U.S. (white) 21 20 20 31 30 31 30 61
U.S. (black) 22 21 20 33 30 31 32 63

Total 141 131 134 203 203 205 201 406
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were excluded from the sample. In Italy, the sample was drawn from
sex-segregated classrooms; in Greece, the low status grade 8 were
also sex-segregated.

Although religion was not .nalyzed, information on religious
affiliation was obtained in all countries but the U.S. Detailed
information is available on request from investigators.

Subjects came from two socio-economic levels (status)--high
and low--identified by father's occupation, and family's place of
residence. In cases of father-absent homes, mothers' cccupation
or place of residence was used. Social class levels were assigned
on the basis of reported occupation or investigators' knowledge
of the subjects. Since social class is a continuous variable, the
distinctions between high SES (semi-professional and professional)
and low SES (semi-skilled and unskilled) were also defined by each
investigator. Occupations and related educational status designa-
tions from the Chicago Tribune Census (CTC) 7-point scale were made
available to insure cross-national SES comparability. High status
included upper middle class or college educated occupations; low
status covered lower to upper lower class or high school or less
than high school educated occupations. Examples of high status
occupations in the U.S. (semi-professional, professional, execu-
tive, managerial) include: owner of a large business, president
of a company, teacher, lawyer, doctor, or production engineer.
Examples of low status level occupations in the U.S. (skilled,
semi-skilled, unskilled) include: day laborer, factory worker,
machine operator, cab driver, plumber. In the U.S., children
identified and coded fathers' and mothers' occupatiOns on a nine-
point scale. In other countries similar adaptations were used.
In some versions of the PAR two additional questions that dealt
with parental occupation were included. Figure M-1 lists the
occupational-SES questions used in the U.S. version of the PAR
(see Appendix). Children also wrote a description of parents'
occupations in a space at the bottom of the page thus providing
an additional check on the SES coding.

In the U.S., the black and white high status samples are
not directly comparable. The white high status group was drawn
primarily from categories 5, 6, 7--e.g., office manager, doctor,
chairman of board. However, due to the difficulty of obtaining
a sample of black children from the same schools whose fathers'
occupations fell into upper class categories and the difference
in the meaning of middle and upper class in black society, some
"middle class" black families were included in the high level
group, e.g., categories 3 and 4-- policemen, salesmen, and bar-
bers. In other countries where children did not designate
father's occupation, the teacher or investigator assigned the
the status level on the basis of information on parental
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occupation and neighborhood. Therefore, depending on the country
and situation, social class data was obtained from: 1) Coded
categories of first father's, then mother's occupation based in
part on the 7-point CTC scale; 2) School and teacher's records;
3) Coded children's descriptions; 4) Classification by house and
neighborhood inspection; and 5) Assignment of median SES of the
classroom or school to the child. The latter techniques were used
on the U.S. black sample only when 40 per cent of the low status
children's responses were recorded as "don't know" or "no response."
Due to the special difficulties encountered in evaluating SES from
children's reports or school records, house ratings by field judges
using the CTC house-rating scale were used. They proved reliable:
92 per cent agreement between three raters on 28 cases; pair--wise
comparisons of inter-rater reliability as significant at beyond
the p<.01 level (X2 = 180.4). Moreover, these ratings could be
accurately predicted from Census Tract data.

In order to obtain the research population depending on the
national educational setup, ministaries of education, school dis-
trict superintendents or private school head-masters were contacted
and the project explained. Once rIccepted individual principals
and teachers were contacted, the project explained again, class
lists obtained, and testing schedules arranged. Several weeks
before testing began, teachers described the intellectual level
and SES composition of the class as well as the school, classroom,
and neighborhood. Individual intelligence scores, reading achieve-
ment level,;, the ratio of male to female teachers, sex of classroom
teacher, and other relevant considerations were also recorded. Field
investigators varied in the extent of additional information col-
lected and/or analyzed for the present report. For example, in the
U.S. IQ scores were obtained from school records for each child
and converted into stanine IQ scores for national comparability.
Since IQ scores were obtained only for some national samples, IQ
was not considered in this cross-national analysis.

To insure the privacy and anonymity and assure confidentiality
each child was assigned a code number. This Procedure facilitated
data processing and provided the guarantee to children that their
responses were confidential and unidentifiable by name. At the

time of testing, all identifying information except the child's
code number was removed from the test booklets. This method re-

assured the parents, school administrators, and children that
the investigator treated the children's responses as privileged
communication. Two years after the initiation of the study, all
records bearing identifying information beyond the code numbers
were destroyed.
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C. The Instruments

The design of the study was subsumed under four rubrics:
1) children's conceptions of the compliance system (rules, laws,
authority figures, norms of behavior); 2) childrerOs perceptions
of norms for aggression; 3) children's behavior exhibited in
rvItural settings (e.g., the home, the classroom); and 4) the
relationships between perceptions of the system and overt com-
pliant or non-compliant behavior in the classroom.

The design of the study permitted examination of children's
conceptions of the compliance systems, percentions of authority
figures and the friendship circle, attitudes toward interpersonal
aggression, and behavior in classroom toward nears and teachers
along several theoretical tines. The companion volume (Hess and
Tapp) presents the issues represented by the questionnaire "your
ideas about people and rules." Two issues are discussed in the
present volume.

Perceptions of societal norms on justice or wrongness in the
regulation of interpersonal egression which assessed children's
responses to "aggression" (i.e., "hitting" and "scolding") be-
tween sets of child-adult dyads (i.e., parent-child; policeman-
child; teacher-child; child-child) varying systematically by sex
of the actor and victim; and Overt compliant or non-compliant be-
havior in the classroom which revealed adaptations to one major
authority system (i.e., the school) as evinced by peer ratings
of aggressive and/or coonerative behavior toward peers and the
teacher.

The data for the study were collected using group-administered
instruments, ratings of a series of pictures, a classroom nomina-
tion of compliant and non-compliant behavior and one individually-
administered interview schedule. The group instruments were deve-
loped, revised, and adapted extensively as a result of two cross-
national pilot studies and in full conferences with,all investi-
gators. The interview schedule was developed in the U.S. but
based on the Athens conference of 1966 decisions about topics
relevant to the concepts of the study and questions in the other
instruments. The interview was primarily pilot tested in the U.S.,
although field investigators pretested sample questions before
the final field study.

The translation aim for all instruments was cross-national
comparability in content, culturally meaningful eluivalency of
questions, and use of culture-a-,e-, and status-free language
and examples. (Equivalency in cultural, linguistic, and be-
havioral expression was the aim rather than exact translation).
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Culture-and age-appropriate examples, informal spoken language
and slang were used, if appropriate. Teachers with extensive
classroom and community experiences and translators with a
colloquial command of both languages were used. The translations
were enhanced by use of a series of standard back-translation
procedures, full conference discussions, and extensive communica-
tions on differences in language or examples. Although final
cross - cultural versions were guided by the results of back-
translations, pilot studies, and conference decisions, the final
determinations regarding eluivalency, relevance, and appropriate-
ness rested with each field investigator.

Picture Aggression Ratings (PAR)

This semi-projective technique was designed to explore
children's feelings and attitudes toward authority and inter-
personal aggression. It measures children's reactions to the
justice of aggressive activity between authority figures and
children by using aggressive fantasy stimuli. In the study
design it was used to determine the etent to which status, and
sex channel. and structure the exchange of aggression between
individuals.

The technique consists of 28 stimulus pictures presented
in slide form. These slides contain a series of aggressive
pictures of children and/or adult authority figures in aggres-
sive (hitting, scolding) stances.

This variation is designed to represent aggression which
is typically regarded as "just" or "unjust" in the society and
permits assessmentof the effects of "wrongness" of certain
kinds of aggression, norms for appropriate "aggressive" behavior,
and the influence of sex of the participnnts.

The figures vary by age, sex, and authority status: they

include girls, boys, fathers, mothers, teachers (male or female),
and policeman. Each picture h7s one boy or girl as the victim
or aggressor, regardless of whether the aggressor is an adult

or child. Children rated the interaction of the two figures:

one in an aggressive stance, i.e., hitting* or scolding (the

aggressor); the other as the passive recipient of the aggression

(the victim).

[FN: Due to children's reactions and teacher's objections pic-
tures of hitting were limited to parents hitting children and

children hitting children.]
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The children's main task were to rate the described action
(projected picture) firat in terms of whether the actor (aggressor)
was wrong in his action, then as the series was reneated to rate
again--this time on whether the -recipient (victim) was wrong.
Subjects rated the wrongness of the aggressor and the wrongness
of the victim for each picture after hearing the description read
by answering these two -luestions: 1) How wrong is the aggressor
(i.e., father, mother, son, daughter, teacher, policeman)? and 2)
How wrong is the victim (i.e., father, mother, son, daughter,
teacher, policeman)? Ratings of wrongness were made on a seven
point scale ranging from 1 (Not at all wrong) to 7 (Absolutely
wrong). To assist the children in making the two ratings, the
alternatives were presentad verbally and graphically. The graphic
presentation of the scaled alternatives enabled the children to
integrate visually the decree of wrongness of the interaction
depicted in the slide.

In order to enhance identification and encourage projection
to the fantasy aggression of tae stinmius material, pictures
selected for test presentation matched the oex of the classroom
teacher. Thus, for each scene of a teacher interacting with a
child, children were able to rate the wrongness of a teacher of
the same ;ex as their home classroom teacher.

In addition to the basic 2C Pictures, "relaxer" or tension-
reduction slides were shown. The relaxer pictures, 10 in total- -

five sets of two from each participating country--depicted cross-
national scenes of children in school situations. They were

placed at the 5th, 10th, 15th, 20th, and 25th positions in the
picture presentation. The main purpose of the "relaxers" was
to reduce potential anxiety which might be evoked by the PAR
pictures and to show the children what the children in the other

countries looked like.*

Figure M-2 contains a description of nictures by order of
substantive set. ": . -3. A ce..414 1..

{FN: The PAR used in the initial pilot study contained 50 items;
ratings were made on a 0-5 scale on both the "wrongness" of the
aggressor and the "scnrineas" of the picture (act). Results from

this pilot study indicated that no differences existed between
"wrong" and the "scary" ratings. Therefore, at the 1965 Milan

conference the "scary" ratings were dronped and the victim "wrong-
ness" ratings substituted. As 2 result of the second pilot study
and discussions at the 1966 Athens conference, 22 items were
dropped, 23 were retained, and the scale e:'tended to 7 points.]
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Figure M-2

Description of PAR Pictures in Order of Set

1. This is a father scolding his son.
2. This is a father scolding his daughter.
3. This is a mother scolding her son.
4. This is a mother scolding her daughter.

1. This is a father hitting his son.
2. This is a father hitting his daughter.
3. This is a mother hitting her son.
4. This is a mother hitting her daughter.

I. This is a boy scolding his father.
2. This is a boy scolding his mother.
3. This is a girl scolding her father.
4. This is a girl scolding her mother.

1. This is a boy scolding another boy.
2. This is a boy scolding a girl.
3. This is a girl scolding a boy.
4. This is a girl scolding another girl.

1. This is a boy hitting another boy.
2. This is a boy hitting a girl.
31' This is a girl hitting a boy.
4. This is a girl hitting another girl.

1. This is a policeman scolding a boy.
2. This is a policeman scolding a girl.

1. This is a boy scolding a policeman.
2. This is a girl scolding a policeman.

1A. This is a (male) teacher scolding a bay.
B. This is a (female) teacher scolding a boy.

2A. This is a (male) teacher scolding a girl.
B. This is a (female) teacher: scolding a girl.

IA. This is a boy scolding a (male) teacher.
B. This is a boy scolding a (female) teacher.

2A. This is a girl scolding a (male) teacher.
B. This is a girl scolding a (female) teacher.

rVII ..
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(1)

(12)
(18)

(8)

(15)

(10)

(22)
(6)

(16)

(4)

(20)

(25)

(11)

(7)
(23)
(28)

(13)

(26)
(2)
(19)

(5)
(14)

(27)
(21)

(3)

(3)

(9)

(9)

(24)
(24)

(17)

(17)

*The numbers in parentheses refer to the presentation order.



The PAR pictures were designed to represent children from
the same age groups as the children in the total sample. The
body proportions of children about 11 years of age were depicted,
assuming that children between 9 and 13 years could identify
most eaLiily with the children at this age level. The body out-
lines were sufficiently ambiguous to be viewed either as pre-
adolescent or pubescent, e.g., the girls° loose blouses revealed
an indeterminate body line. The children's clothing and hair
styles were appropriate for children within the designated age
ranges, social classes, and to the cross-national groupings in-
volved in the study. In Japan and India, the pictures were
redrawn to meet cultural reluirements, of race and dress. la
the U.S., two different sets of slides were prepared and used.
In one set the figures were black, with African features; in
the other set, they were white, with Caucasian features. There-
by, black children could identify and project with the black
pictures; white children with pictures of whites. In segregated
classrooms children were shown the slides depicting their race.
If classrooms were integrated, the slides shown matched the
majority racial group in the classroom.

The total PAR series contained 32 stimulus pictures (4 extra
teacher pictures of both sexes) and 10 cross-national relaxer
pictures; 3 of the basic 28 (or 32) are used as practice pictures.

The problem of "visual" cross-cultural comparability arose
only on the PAR, since this instrument used slide projection to
present the stimuli. The pictures were drawn to conform to the
status, clothing, hair styles, and ethnic characteristics ap-
propriate to the situations and research populations in each
country. For example, policeman's uniforms and teachers' desks
were altered to conform to the styles of the country; a second
set of American pictures was developed for use with the U.S.
black sample.

Peer Nomination Inventory (PNI)

The PNI is based on Welder's (1961) technique for measur-
ing aggressive and compliant behavior in children, but was
modified to accommodate to the design of the present study.
The questions used in present form of the PNI permitted assess-
ment by peers of aggressive and compliant behavior and provided
an estimate of non-compliant (aggressive) behavior in the school
setting. Nominations by children's classmates were the prime
means used for determining the expression of such acts towards
peers and teachers. The purpose of this technique was to obtain
objective ratings of pupils within a classroom about the com-
pliant and non-compliant behavior of each of the children in-
volved in the testing, while distinguishing between aggression
or non-compliance toward peers and aggression or non-compliance
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toward teachers. This measure of overt compliance, used as the
dependent variable in the study, provided empirical and natural-
istic clusters of behavior toward peers and teachers against
which to compare the direct responses of the other instruments
used in the study.

The PNI consists of 22 items, 4 of which were not included
in the quantitative analysis because they were identifying or
general items. The basic 18 content questions of the PNI were
designed to cover positive and negative aspects of neer-to-peer
and peer-to-teacher relationships. The particular items used
in this form of the PNI were revised by the U.S. investigators,
and reviewed for cultural a7,nropriateness. Items were adapted
to provide suitable phrasing and examples for each of the par-
ticipating countries. Nominations for the 18 items were summed
to provide six indices: Peer to Peer + (compliant), Peer to
Teacher + (compliant), Total + (compliant); Peer to Peer - (non-
compliant), Peer to Teacher - (non-compliant), Total - (non-
compliant).

Insert Figure M-3

The distinction between peer and teacher interaction items
was based on conceptual and statistical grounds. A factor analysis
in the second pilot study on data from each of the countries sup-
ported grouping these items into the four indices: positive to
peer (PP+); negative to peer (PP-); positive to teacher (PT+);
negative to teacher (PT -). In a subsequent analysis all positive
items highly inter-correlated as did all negative items.

[FN: The PNI used in the first pilot study contained 44 items
based in part on Triandis' and also Welder's work. U.S. inves-

tigators also integrated teachers' suggestions about represen-
tative behaviors manifested by aggressive and compliant children.
Examples of new items included "Who makes fun of or signifies
about my mother?" and "Who tattles or squeals?" At the 1965
Milan conference, the PNI was reduced to 25 items. At the 1966
Athens conference, following Pilot Study II, four items were
dropped, leaving a fin,11 total of 22. Of these 22 items, 18
were substantive and 4 were .identifying or general]
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Figure M-3

Description of PNI questions in Order of Set

Order of Presentation
Items not included in quantitative analysis PNI indices:

1. qho are you? (Identify item.) 1

2. Whom do you know very well?
3. Whom do you not know very well? 3

4. Whom do you like very much? 22

Positive questions (A + B = Total Positive Behavior Score)
77--771. to Peer (PP+) Score

1. Who gets along with children? 20
2. Who is friendly (kind) to children? 17

3. Who helps children? (Give one academic and one
non-academic example.) 13

4. Who is fair (just) to children? (Give an e:ample
of treating children equally.) 6

B. Peer to Teacher ( ?T +) Score

1. Whoth dueS the teacher seldom ;cold? . . 10

2. Who tries to help the teacher without being
asked? 5

3. "ho obey's the teacher? 14

4. Who tries to do their best work (or studies
hard)? 7

Negative luestions (A + B = Total Negative Behavior Score)
A. Peer to Peer (PP-) Score

1. Who insults children? (Give examples of

insults.) 4

2. Who makes rude gestures to children? (Give
examples of rude gestures.) 9

3. Who starts fights? 15

4. Who fights back if someone hits them first? 13

5. Who does not get along with other children? 11

B. Peer to Teacher (PT-) Score

1. Who does not obey the teacher? 3

2. Who does the teacher often scold? 10

3. Who makes fun of the teacher? (Give examples
such as mimicking the teacher, calling the
teacher nicknames, drawing cartoon's of the

teacher.) 16

4. Who disturbs the class while the teacher is
giving the lesson? (Give examples such as
making noise, throwing something, talking in
class, writing notes to other children.) 19

5. Who does not try to do their best work (or
doesn't study hard)? 21
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Interview

The interview, individually-administered to a randomly
selected ten per cent of the research population in each
country was a more intensive data-gathering procedure. It

was designed to elicit detailed and in-depth information,
to supplement data collected using the group-administered
nrocedures. The interview permitted greater inquiry about
specific features of the compliance systems and the various
topics which formed the bases of the PAR and PNI. It also
focussed on the concepts of rules, roles of authoriLies,
and interactions between children and the major compliance

systems-of the school, home, and community. Unlike other
instruments_n the study the interview was not developed
during the pilot studies. The pilot studies' interviews
were useful only in small measure for the final interview
instrument. They highlighted areas in the other instruments
that called for supportive information. The final interview
was pre-tested on a small number of the field study sample.
Comparisons were made and code categories initiated for the
present format at the 1966 Copenhagen conference using 12
representative, translated interviews for each participating
country.

The interview consisted of 8 substantive areas and an
introductory section. There were 79 major questions; several
preliminary questions were used to establish rapport. Of

the 79, 13 were used in conjunction with the PAR-PNI analysis
for the present study. A number of questions were not used
in the present analysis. The interview format is open-ended,
but questions were designed to elicit content in sDecific
areas. The 9 major subdivisions of the interview included
are as follows:

I. Concept of Rules and Laws (Q. 5, 6, 7);

II. Justice of Rules and Laws (Q. 16, 17);

III. Breakability vs. Non-Breakability of Rules and
Laws (Q. 42, 66b);

IV. Consistency vs. Inconsistency of Rules (Q. 11,
12, 13, 14);

V. Functions of Rules (Q. 18);

VI. Power to Eaforee Rules and Laws (Q. 30. 32);

VII. Inevitability of Detection (Q. 43, 45, 46, 47, 48);

VIII. Which is Worst Deviation (Q. 74);

IX. Justice of Punishment (Q. 54, 59).

A copy of the entire interview schedule administered to
the interview sample is in the Appendix. A single cross-
national coding frame was developed for use by all investi-
gators. A copy of the coding categories for questions in

. ;
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the present analysis is in the Appendix.

D. Administration

General Instructions

Timing and Scheduling. In the total field study, three
classroom periods of 50 to 60 minutes were required for the
group test administration and 1 1/2 hours for the interview.
This scheduling allowed time for test-related details, i.e.,
introductory comments, setting up special equipment, handier;
out and collecting test forms, taking the class roll. School
hours were considered in planning the testing schedule to
avoid recess, gymnasium, or play periods and thus indirectly
lower the children's test-taking motivation over a period of
several days. If a test were given during such periods, ad-
ditional recreation periods were provided and the children
notified in advance.

The group tests were administered within the same week;
however, no child took more than one test a day. Tlhenever

possible, testing on the same instrument was done in all
grades at the same school at the same time to minimize
"feedback" (discussion) among the children. Approximately
two to four weeks after completion of group testing the
interview was individually administered to randomly selected
children in specially assigned areas within the school.
Schedules were at the discretion of teachers and principals;
parental permission was necessary in some schools. The re-
liability testing occurred two to 12 weeks after the initial
field tests and lasted approximately one hour. The relia-
bility of the interview codes was also established. In a

subsequent section the results of the reliability studies
are described.

Group-administered Test and Interview Personnel. Field
testing teams included a test administrator and a test aide,
each with specific duties. Testers were drawn from project-
related research assistants, graduate behavioral science or
psychology students, former school teachers, or persons with
prior experience working with children. Test aidcs usually
were undergraduate behavioral science students and/or persons
who had less experience working with children.

Group examiners and aides received training on general
testing techni-jues, aim and nature of the instruments, and
procedures for contacting teachers or school officials and
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so on. Interviewers, selected on the basis of professional
experience, were exposed in several training sessions to the
content and structure of the interview as well as to the theory
and technique of interviewing. In the U.S., integrated black-
white teams were used for the group-tests. For the interviews
black children were interviewed by slack interviewers; white
children, by white interviewers.

General Instructions for Group Tests. The following
standardized procedures were used during group-test administra-
tion:

1. All tests were given in regular classroom situa-
tions.

2. The teacher was not in the classroom at the time
of the actual testing. The teacher is an authority
figure whose presence might bias the responses. If

a teacher, principal, or other school authority en-
tered the room during test administration, the
examiner stopped.

3. Tests were introduced and administered by trained
personnel. The examiner was in charge of the en-
tire test situation; the aides assisted in all
possible ways to make sure children followed the
test instructions and/or answer individual child-
ren's luestions, i.e., distributed and collected
the instruments, checked absentees, monitored the
answering, and checked the pacing of the testing.

4. All test items and answering instructions were read
in a prescribed manner by the examiner to the class
to insure standardization of administration and con-
control of the testing situation.

5. The examiner (test administrator) described the
project in very general terms in the initial test-
ing session at the time the YIAPR was given. At

the same time children were guaranteed privacy,
confidentiality, and anonymity. The suggested
introduction was as follows:

"You have been asked to participate in an in-
ternational or cross-national study involving over
5000 children in six countries, Denmark, Greece,
India, Italy, Japan, and the United States. We are
interested in knowing what children all over the
world think and feel about certain things and people.
We are extremely glad that your classroom is parti-
cipating in this study and know that your contribu-
tion will be an important one. Because we want you
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to answer just the way you feel or think without
worrying about your answers, we are going to give
you a special number instead of asking you to write
or keep your name on our test booklet. We want you
to know that no one in your school or family will
know your answers or ideas. More than that, your
answers will be punched into a machine along with
many others and no one will know the particular
answer you chose.

After we have collected answers from children
all over the world, we are going to nut them to-
gether in a book and tell people what children
think about these subjects, i.e., things. Your
contributions and cooperation are very much ap-
preciated and needed. Now let's begin with the
YIAPR. I'm going to begin by reading the first
page . . ."

The presentation order for administration of the instruments
in the classrooms was: [the questionnaire entitled Your Ideas
About People and Rules (YIAPR);][the semi-projective technique
entitled Picture Aggression Rating (PAR);][and the sociometric
device entitled The Peer Nomination Inventory (PIN)]. The
[ YIAPR] [PAR] anTiTTil were administered to the entire class
as a group. The Interview was administered to randomly selected
children individually several weeks after the administration of
the other instruments. The above order of administration was
adopted as a result of testing experiences in pilot studies. The
consensus was that the best results were obtained when the longer
and less anxiety-producing tests were administered first followed
by the more volatile and interactive instruments.

Administration of PAR. Each child was given a coded book-
let containing a page for each of the 28 test slides with two
seven-point rating scales on each page. After the children
checked the correctness of their assigned code number, the
examiner presented three practice pictures. The practice period
was designed to familarize childreh with the technique and to

[FN: A Teacher's PNI and rating of cooperation were devised for
simultaneous but separate administraLioi, to obtaia te:Ichers' es-
timates of the most compliant and most aggressive children in
their classrooms. However, these analyses are not included in
the present study.]
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note that despite similarity of figures and actions, the
figures were different and were doing different things.
This procedure gave the children some idea of the figures
involved and range of wrongness to be rated in the pictures;
however, no rP" .61 of the oictures occurred during the in-
structional period.

fter the practice period, the administrator proceeded
to project the 28 test slides, first reading a description
of the picture and then advising the children that they
would be doing two ratings. Except in Japan, all pictures
wer projected so that the first figure described always ap-
peared on the left. In Rating 1 the child described the
wrongness of the aggressor (i.e., the person at the left
and first mentioned in the verbal description) and in Rating
2, the wrongness of the victim. Specific instructions for
the PAR appear in Appendix.

The administrator simultaneously operated the slide pro-
jector, read the picture descriptions, and asked the children
to answer the questions for Rating 1 and Rating 2. An assis-
tant was available to answer minor questions and to keep the
children on the page corresponding to the picture being pro-
jected. Complete and detailed instructions on procedural
matters are contained in the Field Manual.

Actual administration time for the Picture Aggression
Rating was about 40 minutes. However, additional time was
allotted for setting up equipment, answering questions, and
showing the example pictures. The necessary equipment for
PAR administration included the slides, a slide projector,
and a projection screen. Testing personnel were carefully
trained in the use of the equipment to assure standardized
administration procedures.

Administration of PNI. The PNI answer sheet consisted of
a list of children's names in each classroom. Children's names
and nicknames were checked with the classroom teacher to deter-
mine accuracy. Differently colored sheets of paper helped the
children identify the question and also enabled the examiner
to check the numbering of questions.

Each subject was given a booklet with 22 pages of answer
sheets Each pagc contained an identical, alphabetized list
of all boys and girls, listed separately, in a particular class-
room. Each page was used to answer one question. Children
crossed out the- names of classroom members other than them-
selves who best fit the description read by the examiner.
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No pre-coding was necessary since self-identification occurred
on by answering Question 1, "Uho are you?"

The examiner read the instructions and the questions to be
answered. Administration time for the PNI was approximately 30
minutes. A sample answer sheet (Figure M-5) and the PNI inst-
ructions are included in the Appendix.

Administration of Interview. All interviewers were trained
to administer this schedule properly to the research populations.
The aim of the schedule and tea nature of the respondents were
described. The interviewer oas instructed to revise the pro-
cedure as needed if subjects distinguished between laws and
rules.

A tape recorder and schedule were used; all interviewing
was done alone in private testing areas. The interviewers'
task was to ask the child every question on the interview
schedule, record the child's responses verbatim on tape and/
or in script. Transcribed verbatim records, taped or hand-
written formed the bases of analyses. After the interviewing
session, the interviewer wrote a description of the child,
highlighted the interview, and edited the written responses.
This procedure insured that full responses to all questions
would be recorded.

The optional time for the interview was about 1 1/2 hours.
Howeier, with younger children, a somewhat longer time was
needed. Interviewers were instructed to give the child a break
after 45 minutes if necessary. Detailed descriptions for pre-
paring tie interview, training the interviewer, and administer-
ing the recording of the responses are contained in the Field
Manual.

E. Data Processing and Analysis

All data for the group-administered instruments were pro-
cessed at the University of Chicago's Computer facility. These

instruments, unlike the interview, were self-coded and were re-
corded or punched directly from the test booklets. To insure

cross-cultural comparability in data processing procedures, the
Field Manual provided standard, detailed, and precise instruc-
tions for preparing data for statistical analysis, e.g., (1)

coding and cleaning the instruments, (2) description and use

of cards and caumns, (3) punching and verifying cards. All

principal investigators coded the data for their country,
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punched IBM cards or prepared IBM layout sheets and mailed them
to the U.S. for further checks and processing. Descriptions of
the conventions for this study were also included in the Field
Manual as were directions for recording demographic information,
numbering optional questions, and a multiple of other items per-
tinent and necessary to the design of a cross-national study
aimed at cross-cultural comparability in all phases.

In addition to insuring comparability of statistical analysis,
the ready availability of excellent computer facilities and highly
skilled consultants at the University of Chicago formed the basis
for the decision to process all data there. The high-speed IBM
7094 at the Computer Center of the University of Chicago was pri-
marily used in the processing and analysis of the data; programs
designed specifically for use with that machine were employed.
After the data was processed and criteria for analysis of data
described, the IBM output was returned to each field investigator
for national analysis and interpretation.

The overall design of the study called for analysis of the
data by sampling variations within and between countries. The
major questions to be answered were; what variations occur in
the data by age (grades 4, 6, 8), by sex (male, female), by
social class or socio-economic status (low, high) and what are
the relationships among the variables? The administration of
the group instruments and the individual interview combined
with the demographic information yielded the following groups
of data: responses on the PAR, responses on the PNI, responses
on selected questions of the interview, and demographic items.

After the raw data were punched into IBM cards, they were
analyzed in the United States on the IBM computer 7094 with
programs developed at the University of Chicago. Data for the

final field study was analyzed using the following statistics:
univariate (distributions of percentages and frequencies, means,
standard deviation, t-tests); bivariate (correlations), and
multivariate (analysis of variance). For purposes of this re-

port, only the statistics used in the final field study will
be reported.

[FN: In the pilot studies principal component factor programs,
correlational analysis, and t-tests were used to select items
for the final field study.]
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In various phases of the data analysis and throughout the
study, attempts were made to compare the results of the analysis
with the participating countries. This was done at cross-national
conferences and by exchange of interpretation of the data. The
first phase of the data analysis was descriptive and used distri-
butions (percentages and frequencies) and measures of central
tendencies (means) for all the variables of the PAR, PNI, and
selected questions from the interview. The second phase in-
volved analysis of the responses by the multivariate ANOVA and
correlational techniques. On the PAR t-tests were also used to
assess the significance of the variance between the indices. In

the third phase, data analyzed for within and between country
differences was collated and compared. Cross-national compari-
sons utilized the results of the ANOVA. Rank ordering of the
indices within each country was the basis of comparison with
other countries. Thus, the comparison of rank orders was at a
relative rather than absolute level of response. Cross-national
comparisons on the PAR were made strictly in terms of the means
of the indices derived from the analysis of variance.

Univariate Statistics: Means were used to indicate levels of
response. Means for all PAR items were computed using UCSL 606
(NEST) for each country to give nested output:

Grade 4, SES 1, Girls
Boys

SES 2, Girls
Boys

Grade 6, etc.

Summary means and percentage distributions were also computed
as follows:

Grade 4, Total
SES 1
SES 2
Girls
Boys

Grade 6, etc,

Total SES 1
Total SES 2
Total Girls
Total Boys

Since differences in cell sizes affect interpretation of sampling
variation, the summary means and percentages were computed as the
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average of the appropriate cells, e.g.,

Grade 4, Total = (Grade 4, SES 1, Girls + Grade 4, SES 1,
Boys + Grade 4, SES 2, Girls + Grade 4,
SES 2, Boys)/4.

In short, distributions and/or means were calculated for all
items on the group-administered instruments for each country
by sampling variations. For individual items, the UM, 606
(NEST) program was used to obtain univariate statistics: sub-
ject counts, frequency distributions, percentage distributions,
means, and standard deviation scores.

In the computation of means for individual items, the No
Response were excluded; in calculation of the percentages, No
Response was calculated separately.

Two sets of means were sent to each investigator: 1)

means for the individual items for the group-administered
instruments; and 2) means for the indices. To facilitate
interpretation of the indices analyzed using ANOVA (to be
described later), tables of means were computed for each
index using the same procedure as that applied to individual
items except that the mean of the cell wac entered for non-
responding subjects.

In addition to comparing the means of the indices and
rank ordering the hypotheses, the design of the analysis for
the PAR called for testing the significance of the hypotheses
and the relationships between the dyads. In computlIng t-tests

for the PAR the formuLa for paired observations was used since
the tests were made between scores on the same subjects.

The t_ -test technique was employed in the analysis of the
interview questions in some countries. Although the inter-
view sample was relatively small, the significance level ob-
tained on various questions in the U.S. indicated that the
findings were not idiosyncratic but were indicative of trends
that could be generalized to an interpretation for the group
data. The methodological point made by Bakan (1967) regarding
the importance of accepting significant relationships on small
samples was illustrated in the present analysis of the U.S.
interview data. Interview data was also analyzed using fre-
quency counts and/or percentages.

Ileans on items and indices provided a descriptive analysis
of levels of response to the substantive questions of this study
and enabled the investigators to answer such questions as
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1) Which of the authority figures and/or interpersonal dyad.;
was seen as most powerful and/or wrong; 2) What are the salient
characteristics of the figure and/or dyadic relationship; and
3) How do these comparisons and figure or dyad profiles vary
by age, sex, social statun, and country.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): Tests for signifi-
cance of variability ;Long the dimensions of age, sex, socio-
economic status, and country were computed by a multivariate
analysis of variance techni7ye, known as MESA 95 (UCSL 600),
developed by Professors Darrell Bock and David at the
University of Chicago. The ANOVA design treated age, social
class, sex, and country as the independent variables and the
instrument scores or indices as dependent variables. In ad-
dition to main effects, this analysis provided information
about interaction between and among the effects (e.g., sex
by socio-economic status). The technique was used: 1) to
analyze within-country differences on age, sex and SES, 2)
to examine the variance between countries, and 3) to compare
the magnitude of the major sources of variation--country, age
(grade), socio-economic status, and se:.

The MESA 95 (UCSL 600) program, specifically constructed
for multivariate analysis, was chosen because of its ability
to read large numbers of variables in one computer run, handle
large samples and complex problem designs, P.nd account for un-
equal cell sizes. Such a multivariate analysis permits an
efficient and sophisticated analysis of the data from PAR or-
dinal items and simultaneous handling of data for within and
between countries, i.e., national and cross-national, analyses.

The hypotheses for main effects and interactions used in
the ANOVA problem design for the group7administered instru-
ments are listed in Figure U-6.

FIGURE M-6

PAR ANOVA: Hypotheses for Main Effects and
Interaction Effects

Hypothesis Hypothesis Content

Hain effects

1 Grand mean - omitted.

2 Are girls different from boys?

3 Is SES 1 different from SES 2?
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FIGURE M-6 (Continued)

PAR ANOVA: Hypotheses for Main Effects and
Interaction Effects

Hypothesis
Main affects

4

5

Interactions

Hypothesis Content

Is there a linear grade difference
(grades 4 to 6; grades 6 to 8)?
Is there a curvilinear grade difference
(grades 4 to 6 to 8)?

6 Is there a sex by SES interaction?
7 Is there a sex by grade interaction?
8 Is there a SES by grade interaction?
9 Is there a se- by SES grade interaction?

The main effect hypotheses (i.e., symbolic basis vectors)
were sex, SES, linear grade and curvilinear grade: the double
interaction hypotheses were se:; by SES; Sc" by grade; and SES
by grade; the triple interaction hypothesis, seY by SES by
grade. For the cross-national design, ethnicity (country)
was entered as a vector.

The subjects of variables, later called problems, utilized
[individual item scores on summary scores or indices developed
for group - administered ilstruments. The problem (8 for PAR and
2 for PNI) .=elected Inalysis inclucA 88 PAR and 6 PNI in-
dices submitted in f:ve runs for a total of ten subsets of
variables. A description of the develonment of the summary or
index scores is contained in another section. Each of the runs
was tested for the total cross- national sample with sex, SES,
grade, and country or ethnicity as the main effects and in that
order .ince the program releired that effects be tested in order
of increasing conceptual im!Aartance. Etch country or culture
was Also tested separately .pith SES, and grade as the main
effects--in that order.

The Conservative Str,Itey: A Criteria for Selection of Items and
Indices:

Cogni....ant of the ,,,roblems of ;Impling cross-culturally and
from individual classroom; and use of tb,, ANOVA results within
and between countrief;, a conservative strAtugy for selection of
items was adopted. This orocedur: 4:P; sugested by and developed
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substantive, or pattern interest at higher levels of probability.
Listed below is a description of the general procedure for the
selection of variables using the conservative strategy:

1. All main effects (Hypotheses 2-5) and the .001 and .00X
p levels were inspected.

2. All interactions (Hypotheses 6-9) at the .001 p level
were examined in relation to the main effects and the corres-
ponding univariate F statistics. Interactions at the .00X p
level were not selected but were examined in relation to main
effects and univariate F statistics at the .00X level,

3. Conditions for selection,

a. If the univariate F statistics of both main effects
were substantially lar;er (3 times or more) than the univariate
F statistic of the interaction, then the interaction was excluded.

b. If the main effect (F statistic) was large (3 times
or more) in relation to the interaction (F statistic) while the
other effect was small (3 or less) or clual to the interaction,
then both the small main effect and the interaction were excluded
(i.e., the larger main effect was the only one included).

c. If the interaction was large in relation to both
main effects (comprising the interaction), then the interaction
was included and both main effects excluded. The interaction
was marked for plotting and reporting.

d. Min effects at the .00X (i.e., .002, .003, . .

.009) p level were examined in relation to their interaction
if the latter were significant at the .00X level.

(1) If the interaction was small in relation to
the main effect, then the main effect was
included (i.e., marked for reporting).

(2) If the interaction was large in relation to
the main effect, then the main effect at the
.00X level was ccluded.

4. Additional selections were made by individual investi-
gators if deemed necessary for theoretical reasons; thus vari-
ables at other probability levels (i.e., o .05 to .01) were
sometimes included and are so indicated.

5. It should be remembered that main effects are not over-
looked when an interaction is reported. in plotting and
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with the help of Professor Darrel Bock.

The selection of specific indices for further analysis of
main and interaction effects was dependent on their signifi-
cance level which was related to the within cell differences
in the sampling design. Inspection of items and/or indices
from the anlysis of variance suggested an arbitrary signifi-
cance level more rigorous than the conventional .05 or .01
levels to be used in conjunction with the univariate F sta-
tistic. This statistical criteria for selection of items
and analysis of interaction (e.g., se. by SES by grade) and
main effect (e.g., se:: only, grade only) was indicated by
the large number of nominally significant interactions and
main effects within the national and cross-national runs.
These in turn were related to the size and the nature of the
samples. nide some of the significance in the interaction
hypotheses was correct (i.e., related to actuality), some
was related to the low within cell and within classroom var-
iance due to the cluster nature of the national and cross-
national samples. In view of the resulting uncertainty about
the actual significance levels of the F statistics, a con-
servative strategy was indicated and the following method
adopted for selecting statistically ;:nd theoretically signi-
ficant indices for analysis and reporting.

In order for an effect (i.e., main or interaction) to be
called significant, it had to be significant using both the
within cell error and the triple or quadruple interaction
error term, and have a corresponding high F statistic. Adop-
tion of this conservative strategy revealed that many of the
effects which showed probability levels greater than .001 had
relatively modest F-ratios on the basis of the larger error
estimate (i.e., F-ratios in the vicinity of 2, 3, and 4).
Similarly, it was found that where the p level was less than
.001, the F-ratios were much higher, i.e., about ten and
above. This conservative anproach brought the levels down
by an order of magnitude similar to that which would have
occurred if the interaction error had been entered in the
denominator of the F statistic.

Application of the Conservative Strategy: The conserva-
tive strategy involved inspection and selection of variables
for possible reporting and further analysis on the bases of
certain p levels (i.e., .00X or .001 or less), corresponding
F statistics, and evaluation of the relationship of the F
statistic to the interaction and main effect hypotheses. The

application of the conservative strategy did not exclude in-
spection, plotting, and reporting of variables c'f theoretical,
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interpreting the more intricate interaction, the main effects
which comprise the interaction are present and will be analyzed.

Special Adaptions of Conservative Strategy for PAR: The
conservative strategy was followed in selectin3 effects to be
reported on the PAR. The following statements contain addi-
tional details in selecting PAR effects under special condi,
tions.

1. Selection procedures.

a. In zuly given instance, select either the main
effects or the interaction but not both. In general main ef-
fects were reported if they were ,009 or less than .009 and
interactions were reported only if they were .001 or less
than .001.

b. An interaction was included and the main effects
excluded if the interaction was large in relation to the main
effects. A large interaction was defined as one which was one-
third or more than one-third of the largest main effect. That
is, if both main effects were less than three times as great
as their interaction term, they were excluded and only the
interaction term was included.

c. When the interaction term was greater than one
third of the largest main effect and was significant at the
.00X level (i.e., .009 through .002) and the main effects or
one of the main effects was significant at the .001 level or
less, both the main effects and the interaction terms were
considered. This was the only circumstance when interaction
terms of a significance level greater than .001 were marked
on the output sheets. In those instances the investigators
inspected the main effects and the interaction term and chose
the most meaningful result.

d. When a double interaction and a triple inter-
action were approximately the same size, the triple inter-
action was selected for reporting. In other cases the larger
interaction was selected.

e. When either the linear or the curvilinear grade
effect was three times greater than the other, only the larger
main effect was marked on the output sheet. When the linear
and curvilinear grade effects were approximately the same

[FN: The directions for selection of PAR items were revised by
Minturn for use with PAR data.]
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size, both were marked on the cwtout sheets. In these instances
the investigators inspected both effects and chose the most
meaningful one for reporting.

Index Scores or Indices and ANOVA Problem Design: To facilitate
analysis of the influences of sex, social status, age, and ethni-
city and investigate the aims of the study, individual item res-
ponses were combined into summary or index scores for the group-
tests. These index scores combined items across a single topical
set of questions and type of agent or action in various arrange-
ments. Several procedures were employed in constructing the
basic types of index scores for the items of the group-adminis-
tered tests. The particular procedure for combining the scores
of individual items into indices depended upon the nature of
the item. The following illustrates the procedure:

PAR--"This is a teacher scolding a boy." and "This is a
teacher scolding a girl" was combined into a Teacher Scold
Children Index.

The construction of index scores facilitated the data
analysis by reducing the number of individual items to be
considered. Considered, and refined and integrated the items
into a conceptually meaningful way. To facilitate further
interpretation of the ANOVA output, tables of means for the
indices were computed for each country. The construction and
description of the specific index scores used in the study are
presented by instrument.

Index Scores and the ANOVA Problem: The index scores
arranged by the problem format or subset of variables of the
ANOVA design reflect theoretical groupings and scoring deci-
sions made at the 1966 Copenhagen conference. However, the
final ANOVA designs were made with the counsel of Professors
Darrel Book and David Wiley, Unil7ersity of Chicago. The ANOVA
design for each instrument contains a description of the number
of problems, variables within each problem, and the type of
item; the label designation and content for each variable;
the original item numbers indicating the basis of the index;
and the scoring or scale range for a particular index.

PAR: All PAR items were ordinal. The score for an index
based on ordinal or scaled items was the mean of the items. If

a subject were a non-responder to an item that constituted part
of an index, the mean of the cell (i.e., subject's grade, SES,
and sex group) was substituted. ',nth this substitution, there
was, in effect, no missing information. The range of all PAR
individual scales and index scores was 1-7 (i.e., from "Not at
all wrong" to "Absolutely Tirong"). There was no "0" ordinal



M-29

index scores.

In addition to single-figure indices, e.g., father, teacher,
boy, multi-item indices were constructed for the analytic: cate-
gories Sets: e.g., parent vs. children, children vs. children;
Sex: e.g., male vs. female; and Status: e.g., adult vs. children
for both aggressor and victim ratings. Because many PAR indices
had a logical relationship to each other, they were considered in
grow) and constituted the problems for the ANOVA. The PAR ANOVA
design had 8 problems: 4 for aggressor, 4 for victim. Similarly
a number of hypotheses were developed concerning the relation-
ships among the indices. Since the same pictures are included
in more than one problem, the PAR problems are not independent
of each other and correlations between problem sets may be un-
duly inflated.

The results of the ANOVA were examined in terms of tha hypo-
theses and the sample differences (see introductory chapter).
The analysis had two foci: 1) comparison across indices of each
problem in of the hypotheses; and 2) comparison of signi-
ficant differences along sampling lines (among subject groups) as
indicated by the ANOVA problem design. Analysis of the picture
ratings. by the ANOVA method permitted determination of differen-
tial reactions to aggression by different agents as well as com-
parisons of the differences related to the main effects of age,
sex, and socio-economic status and their interactions. The four
sets of problems (Status, Sets, Sex, and Figures) were designed
to move the analysis from general to specific combinations and
interpretations. The theoretical questions raised by the PAR

_ ...... _

include: 1) How is the child's perception of wron2nes'-O-F-Jils-
tice of aggressors affected se>:, status, and type of action; and
2) How is the child's perception of wrong or justice of victims
affected by similar considerations. The ANOVA results provide
the means for comparison of norms of constraint for aggression.

On the ANOVA Set problem, figures were grouped by status
and role on the nine sets of pictures. The variables included
in these index scores for both aggressor and victim ratings are
presented in Figure M-7. Their order of appearance was the order
in which these variables were entered in the analysis of variance.
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FIGURE M-7

PAR Set indices

Index
Variable Content Set NumberScore Label

PHC Parents hit children Bl, B2, B3p B4
CHC Children hit children El, E2, E3, E4
PSC Parents scold children Al, A2, A3, A4
CSC Children ncold children D1, D2, D3, D4
CSP
TSC
CST
Po SC

CSPo

Children scold parents
Teacher scold children
Childreh scold teacher
Policeman scolds children
Children scold policeman

Cl, C2,

HI.,

II,

Fl,

GI,

C3,

H2
12

F2
G2

C4

Index scores on the Sex problem were grouped by sex of the
actor on four sets of pictures, again for aggressor and victim
ratings. The variables for these index scores are in Figure
H-8. Their order also reflects the entry pattern into the
analysis of variance.

Score Label

MAM
MAF
FAM
FAF

FIGURE 0-3

PAR Sr-1 Indices

Variable Content

Males attack males
Males attach females
Females attack males
Femal,:s attack females

Set Number

BI,E1,A1,D1,CI,F1,G1
B2,E2,A2,D2,C2,F2
B3,E3,A3,D3,C3,G2
B4,E4,A4,D4,C4

The Status problem grouped aggressor and victim by age
group (i.e., adults and children). The three sets of pictures

for these indices are in Figure M-9; the order reflects the
order entered for the analysis of variance.



Index
Score Label

AAC

CAA

CAC

FIGURE M-9

PAR Status Indices

Variable Content

Adults attack children

Children attack adults

Children attack children

M-31

Set Number

B1,B2,B3,B4,A1,A2,
A3,A4,H1,H2,F1,F2
Cl,C2,C3,C4,I1,12,
Gl,G2
El,E2,E3,E4,D1,D2,
D3,D4

To provide information on more specific agent difference; for
aggressor and victim, individual PAR fiures were also analyzed.
These single-item indices are Presented in Figure 11 -10 in the
order they were entered into tie analysis of variance.

Index
Score Label

FIGURE M-10

PAR Figure Indices

Variable Content Set Number

FHS Father hits son B1

FHD Father hits daughter B2

MHS Mother hits son B3

MHD Mother hits daughter B4

BHB Boy hits boy El

BBC Boy hits girl E2

GHB Girl hits boy E3

GHG Girl hits girl E4

FSS Father scolds son Al

FSD Father scolds daughter A2

MSS Mother scolds son A3

MSD Mother scolds daughter A4
BSB Boy scolds boy Dl

BSG Boy scolds girl D2

GSB Girl scolds boy D3

GSG Girl scolds girl D4

BSF Boy scolds; father Cl

BSM Boy scolds mother C2

GSF Girl scolds father C3

GSM Girl scolds mother C4
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FIGURE M-10 (Continued)

PAR Figure Indices

Index
Score Label Variable Content Set Number

TSB Teacher scolds boy Hi

TSG Teacher scolds girl H2

BST Boy scolds teacher Ii

GST Girl scolds teacher 12

PoSB Policeman scolds boy Fl

PoSG Policeman scolds girl F2

PSPo Boy scolds policeman GI

GSPo Girl scolds ?oliceman G2

PNI. Subjects nominated as many or as few classmates as
desired on 21 of the 22 PNI items; the one exception was the
"jho are you?" question. Question 1, "'no are you," was used

for identification purposes only. Absentees were recorded by
a check on the answer to luestion 1.

No nominations received
Score = 100 No of subjects giving nominations

Using g specially constructed program, nominations given were
converted into nominations received en?ressed as percentages.
Since the number of subjects ?resent giving nominations affected
the magnitude of the scores, the number of nominations actually
received by each subject on each question was changed into the
percentage of classmates nominating a subject on each question.
This made the scores of a subject in a small classroom directly
comparable to those of a subject from a large classroom. Social

class of nominees was. taken into account by noting the scores re-
viewed from classmates from different SES levels and the total

class. Self-nominations were ignored. In computing per cent

scores, the N for correct SES and the total classroom was re-
duced by 1 to account for exclusion of self-nominations.

In the process of converting the nominations into percentage
of nominations received, 18 of the 22 questions were combined in-
to 4 set or summary and two total scores for a total of 6 summary
scores: Positive Behavior, Total (ToT Ilf); Positive Behavior,
Peer to Peer (PELF); Positive Behavior, Peer to Teacher (PT +);
and Negative Behavior, Total (ToT-); Negative Behavior, Peer
to Peer (PP-); and Negative Behavior, Peer to Teacher (PT-).
To obtain the sin summary scores, the computer summed the number
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of nominations received on the questions in a set and divided by
the maximum number of classmates present nominating on the four
or five questions in a set.

For example, if classroom A had 26 subjects, then the maximum
number of nominations on a single question would
be 25 (26-1, since self-nominations were not per-
mitted and were ignored if made). Therefore, in
this classroom a child could get 100 nominations
on four questions. If he received 10, 12, 8 and
3 nominations 'n the four PP+ questions, his scores
on the four individual questions would have been

100 x 10/25 = 40(%)
100 x 12/25 = 48(%)
100 x 8/25 = 32(%)

100 x 3/25 = 12(%)

and the set score would be

(10 + 12 + 8 + 3)
100 x 100 = 33(%)

In this context "per cent" is the average per cent of classmates
giving nominations on four to five items. The set score may be
interpreted to mean that the subject received 33 per cent of the
maximum nominations he could have received in this classroom. In
talking about set scores, the word "per cent" is the average per
cent of the classroom members giving the subject's nominations on
four or five items.

The apiori decision regarding the number of indices was sup-
ported by a principal component factor analysis where the 4 scores
loaded in opposite directions (i.e., if PT- and PP- were positive
then PT+ and PP+ were negative) on the same factor and at levels
above .700. Further support for summing the 18 items of the PNI
into four basic and two total scores was indicated by a correla-
tion analysis. Even though the factor and correlational analyses
indicated that the four apiori sets could be summed into two (i.e.,
Positive and Negative Total), the four set scores, later called
indices, were selected for the analysis to provide a more refined
study of the relationship between children's classroom behavior- -
aggressive and compliant--and their perceptions of inte-!.personal
aggression.

The hypotheses for the main effects and interaction for the
PNI ANOVA paralleled the pattern for other instruments in the
study. The PNI problem design reflected the analytic plan to in-
vestigate the inter-relationships among the PNI indices divided



by peer 11-) and teichei,, (1'T4. ,nd 110- t,,t41 in-

dices (TotA+, Tetol-). Thc core, con.Jitut,.1
me3surc of the positive itvl nerative 1A1.vior toL.Ar6

and tow.Ard tc:cher. The :.ore.:; have A r:ln;,c of t /(0)

none of the behavior 100 ,., very much f it). For the FNI
scores only, 0 is the code for non -re:pow,c or mis:Anr, itfor-
mation since INT scores arc percentai:es rangin 0-10(,7.

An example of interpretation of 1:(1VA rc!.ults of INI per-

centages follows: Greece, gr.ide 4, 1, ;;irl., hld A

of 33 on the FT- score ond Greece, ;;r: do 4, L;L:; 1, 1;.oy:. h.d

a mean of 50. The interpretr!%ion of these cores would bc
that the boys e:Alibited a significAntly ;;reater amount of
behavior toward teacher than Uirle.. The FNI 1r,o constituted

the dependent varible in the dc!,ign r the study .Aid w.os

instrument to which the responses un the ether group,:dminis-
tered tets were correlated.

Figure E-11 contains the two prMAcms in the AN(VA de-
sign for the six YNI indite s. These indict: were converted
from PNI summary scores which in turn were convert(t: from
per cent scores for the :,ubjeLt:. (n nerinaticn%
ceived. The ANOVA problem desin contain::, a description of
the problem number, Index label, content, and set and item
number.

eicutiE E-11

FNI Indices

Problem 17. Four Index roblem.

Index
Score Label

1 PPP

2 PTP

3 PPINI

4 PTN

Variable Content Set Number

Positive Question.,
Peer to peer-positive items A1,A2,A3,A4
Peer to teach.::r-positive items 131,112,133,B4

Nes:ative Questions
Peer to peer-negative items A1,A2,A3,A4,A3
Peer to tea,:ner-negative items BI,D2,113,B4,115
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FIGUlq] 1;-11 (continutd)

FM Indicts

Problem 1B. Two Index Problem.

Index
Score Label Variable Contcnt Set Number

TOT 1 Tottl of positive items

TOT N Total of negative items

Bivariate Statistic:, (Correlations)

Positive Questions
Al,A2,A3,A4,
B1,B2,B3,B4
Nen.itive Questions
Al,A2,A3,A4,A5,
B1,B2,33,B4,B5

In addition to OIL analysis orovided Ly the descriptive
levels of response and the ,nalysis of variability provided by
the analysis of variance, tic data was also examined in terms
of the relationships between the children's perceptions of inter-
personal aggression and overt behavior in the classroom. The

analysis design called for correlating the variables from the
PAR aggressive picture series with behavior,-,1 measures pro-
vided by peer nominations (PNI). Correlational analysis pro-
vided the possibility of systematic investigation of the re-
lationship of variables to each other and examination of this
basie. question: ',that is the association between children's
orientations toward authority orientation interpersonal ag-
gression and aggressive or non-compliant behavior to peers
and teachers?

Correlation matrices were benerated using the UC Data
Text program which computes the Pearson product moment cor-
relation coefficient. Because it substitutes the mean of the
cell in the computation of the correlation matrix, the coef-
ficient values tend to be somewhat inflated. The significance
level of the correlations for the PAR were obtained using a
table of percentile values of r for N degrees of freedom when
= O. This was consistent with the conservative strategy

used in selecting data for analysis from the ANOVA (see con-
servative strategy statement in ANOVA section).

Correlational matrices were computed for testthg the
relationship between the 88 indices of the PAR and 6 indices
of the PNI. The correlational analyses were run grade by
sex for each country.
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Interview Cod if: Procedures

The codi ; cat.:_:gories were developed from an inspection and
integration et national codes supplemented by intensive, rigorous
infra- and it :r- country reliability checks at various points on
a base of 12 , :.nslated interviews per country. After the relia-
bility study .f the interview codes was completed, investigators
received specific instructions for coding all interviews and
checking "drift" tendencies. Investigators were directed to
identify the core or central meaning of a response prior to coding
answers to a question. They were also instructed to probe for
specific answers, aware that the children sometimes begin with
peripheral responses. However, coders tried to avoid multiple
codings and aimed at identifying one answer per question.

The interview responses were coded question by question and
section by section. The code "Don't Know" was used when the sub-
ject responded "don't !:now" or when the answer was clearly con-
fused. Meaningful answers not covered by the present categories
were coded "Response not applicable." The "No Response" code
was used only when the question was not asked or answered.

The intra-country or inter-rater reliability of coders and
the tendency to "drift" was checked by interspersing reliability
interviews among those to be coded, e.g., every seventh interview.
This procedure was suggested only as a precautionary measure since
the total cross-national reliability for 42 interviews averaged
77 per cent (see reliability study).

Coded responses by question were tallied by sex, socio-
economic st:;tus, and grade and then summed for sub-totals and
totals. Since many of the categories were not mutually exclu-
sive, some responses were tallied more than once. However, in-
vestigators noted the categories for each subject on which this
occurred. In all cases, categorical "yes" or "no" responses
were ignored in favor of specific codeable responses.

F. Reliability Study

The reliability study was executed into two phases: 1) a

check on the reliability of the items from the group-administered
instruments; and 2) a check on the reliability of the coders and
coding cat conies for selected questions in the interview.

Sample Description for PAR and PNI Reliability

For the reliability study a sample of six classrooms per
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country was selected. The ratiThility design called for a high
and Lou statna group from grAo:: 5, and respectively. In

Italy the classrooms were se se,gregated; therefore, the reli-
abiLity sample was doubled, Two classes were sculled in Greece
for grade g and in Indi7 for -rade 3 ower 7::7,tus grouos, also
becau-.;e of se ;- segregation.

Only subjects who too:: both the field test and tha reli-
obiiity test were included in the reliahility ;mole- In the
field study different instruments were administered on dif-
ferent days; therefore, subject-snot present for 3oth YIAPR and
PAR .sere eliminated from the reliabilit study and not included
in either analysis. All subjects enrolled in a classroom were
used in the PNI reliability analysis regardless of whether they
were administered the YIAPR and PAR in the field study. Des-
cri--tions of the reliability sample for the PAR, and PNI are in
Tables 1-2 and M-3 respectively.

Insert Tables M-9 and M-3

Description of Reliability Instrument

Items from all three instruments were arranged into one
instrument with three consecutive parts corresionding to the
order of administration in the field study, i.e., YIAPR items
first, PAR second, and PNI last. The items for the reliability

instrument, contained in Appendix; , represented a selected

sample of items from the original field study instruments. The

reliability items were 'resented in e;:actly the same order and
administered in e;:actly the same way as in the original test-

ings.

PAR: From the 28 original PAR items, nine were used for the

reliability study. Subjects rated aggressor and victim wrong-

ness for each picture on a seven-point scale. First subjects

judged aggressor wrongness for the series of studi-s and then

victim wrongness.

Statistical analysis for the reliability instrument by

grade, SES, country, and across all counties was performed.
Two basic techniques were used to test reliability: a per

cent agreement analysis for PAR items and Pearson product-

moment correlation on ranking of subjects on questions for

PNI.
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TABLE M-3

PNI Reliability Study: 3am.)12 Size

Country

by Country,

SES

Class 4

Grade and 3E3

1

4

SES

6

2

8

United States A 41 33 37 31 33 37

B 25 1'7: 23

Greece A 3? 29 61 35 29 36

B 57

Italy A 26B 25B 20B 25B 35B 31B

B 25G 24G ?5G 23G 2iG 31G

India A 25 23 10 26 30 27

B 21

Denmark A 23 17 16 25 27 24

B

Japan A 41 43 40
B 4.0

1. The sample sizes for each classroom represent the number of
children who were elic;able to be ranked in the classroom not
necessarily the number of children taking the PNI test. Cor-

relation coefficients are based on the sample size of eligable
children.

2. The designation A and B represent different classrooms used
at a particular grade and social class level.

B = boys

_ ,girls
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For PAR items per cent agreement was calculated within one
deviation from perfect agreement. Subjects answering "No Response"
were excluded from per cent agreement calculation. A subject's
response on test 1 (Field) and test 2 (Reliability) was noted and
the absolute difference in scores calculated. The range of dif-
ference could be as little as 0, perfect agreement, or as much as
7, absolute total disagreement; 0 + 1 deviation represented a
psychologically reasonable measure of agreement and was used as
an estimate of reliability for scaled items.. The number of sub-
jects agreeing perfectly with their first answer and those who
deviated only 1 place on the scale were noted. The ratio of
these subjects to total subjects ansr,:ering yielded a percentage
of agreement, Tabt2 i-4 presents average per cent agreement on
PAR items within each country, grade, and SES. Total averages
across items, countries, grades, and SES are also presented.

Results by Grade, SES, and Country: PAR. There were no
substantial reliability differences among the PAR pictures which
were consistent across countries. Reliability differences among
pictures appeared to have been due to random fluctuation and
should be ignored in determining item reliability.

Table M-4 shows the average per cent agreement across all
of the pictures of the reliability study for each of the :ample
cells and for each of the SES and age groups. The final column
of the table gives the average per cent agreement for the total
reliability sample of each country. A comparison of the com-
parable marginal percentages shows that the reliability of the
aggressor ratings was higher than that of the victim ratings
across all ages, countries and for both social classes. The

differences among countries in reliability were small and not
consistent for subcountry breakdowns; however, some general
trends can be seen. The highest over-all reliability occurred
in the United States and Japan; the lowest in India and Denmark,
with Greece and Italy holding middle positions.

The reliabilities did not vary systematically by social

class. Over all countries, the lower-class children were some -
what more reliable on both ratings but the differences in per
cent agreement between the two social classes were generally

small. In some countries the lower-class children were more
reliable while in others the upaer-class children were. The

marginal totals for grades showed that reliability was vir-
tually equal for all grades. Minor variations within country

appeared to be due to random thu:tuations.

The data indicate that the instrument was about equally
reliable for all sections of the sample, except for some minor



variations among countries. The aggressor ratings were more
reliable than the victim ratings for all groups.

Insert Table M 4

H-42

PNI. The original PNI contained 22 questions; five were
chosen for the reliabiliLy instrument. Subjects made their
nominations by the same procedure used in the original study.

Results by Grade, SES, and Country; PNI. Table M-5 shows
the test-retest item reliability coefficients by country, grade,
and social class. Only 3.1 per cent of the correlations in the
table were not significant at the .05 level, 92.9 per cent were
significant at the .05 level, and 83.3 per cent were significant
at the .01 level. There were no consistent differences among PNI
items in their reliability.

Insert Tables M-5and M-6

Table M-6 shows the percentage of correlations in Table M-5
which fell into the ranges of .75 to 1.00, .50 to .74, and -.08
to .49 and also in parentheses the number of correlations upon
which each of the cell percentages is based. Over all cells,

47.6 per cent of the correlations fell into the .75 to 1.00
range, 39.3 into the .50 to .74 range, and 13.2 into the -.08
to .49 range.

The marginal totals for countries indicate that the countries
with the highest percentage of correlations in the .75 to 1.00
range were the United States and japan, The country having the
highest percentage of correlations in the -.08 to .49 range is

India.

Distribution of average cross-national reliability coef-
ficients by tr".al grade indicated that the 6th grade was in

general the least reliable. However, Table M-6 shows that

this was not the case for every country. Distribution of

average cross-national reliability coefficients by Total SES

demonstrated that there was no substantial difference in re-

liability between the two social classes.
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Items

TABLE M-5

PNI Reliability Study: Test-Retast Reliability
Coefficientst by Country, Crude and SES

Grade
SES 1 S23 2

4 6 4 6

M-44

Classroom Classroom Classroom Classroom Classroom Classroom
Country A B. A B A B' A B A B A

1. Who obeys US .87 .89 .3 .60 .69 .86 .90 .85 .91

the teacher GR .87 .73 .74 .82 .53 .31 .56

PT + IT .22+ .89 .14+ .61 .56 .59 .87 .56 .53 .66 .60 .74

IN .54 .90 .72 ,59 .59 .07+ .75

DN .73 .91+ .67 .93 .32 .79

JA .63 .40 .90 3C

2. Who makes US .57 .86 .89 .92 .53 .94 .93 .(;4 .94

fun of the GR nn .81 .71 .30 .74 .95 .85

teacher IT .49 .37 .81 .63 .73 .75 .37 .63 .87 .89 .94 .86

PT - IN .51 .87 .37+ .34 .54 .15+ .69

DN ,92 .74 .33+ .83 .82 .30

JA .68 .62 .83 ,54

3. Uho fights US .50 .91 .75 .91 .63 .79 .92 .87 .87

back if some- GR .79 .71 .60 .62 .83 .37 .57

one hits them IT .61 .60 .47 .67 .82 .73 .30 .33 .81 .59 .62 .32

first IN .35+ .67 .56 .29+ .51 .64 .71

PP - DN .90 .36+ .79 .73 .34 .73

JA .72 .5C .79 .65

4. Who disturbs US .66 .71 .77 .90 .55 .83 .76 .94 .33

the class GR .75 .75 .46 .53 .66 .73 .80

while the IT .24+ .66 .53 .21+ .55 .73 .78 .53 .26+ .80 .32

teacher is IN .46 .47 .19+ .65 .54 .46 .47

giving the DN .82 .76 .53 .77 .33 .36

lesson JA .71 .13+ .74 .63

PT -

5. Who gets US .74 .35 .79 .',5 .73 .36 .93 .92 .83

along with GR .73 .09 .65 .75 .7e .8c .83

children IT .57 .79 .73 70 .52 .37 .32 .93 .72 .CC .79 .80

PP + IN .4: .70 .65 .72 .30 .3,3 .74

DN .64 .69 .55 .36 .93 .85

JA .76 .0G+ .34 .66

*Country key

US United States
GR Greece
IT Italy

IN India
DN Denmark
JA Japan

tPearson Product Moment correlations
based on rank order data

+Not significant at the .05 level
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TABLE M-6

Percenta3e of PNI Reliability Coefficients Falling Within
Specified Ranges by Item and Classroom for each Country,

Grade and SOS Levela

Range of
correlations

4 6
SOS

Totals
4 6 8

3E3 2

Totals.

Country
Totals

US 50(5) 90(0) 50(5) 63.3 100(5) 100(5) 100(5) 100.0 81.7
GR 100(5) 60(3) 30(3) 63.3 20(1) 100(5) 60(3) 60.0 61.7

.75 - 1.0
IT
IN

33(3)
0(0)

10(1)
20(2)

30(3)
20(1)

24.3
13.3

80(8)
0(0)

40(4)
0(0)

80(3)
20(1)

66.7
5.7

45.5
10.0

DN 60(3) 20(1) 20(1) 33.3 100(5) 100(5) 80(4) 93.3 63.3
JA 20(1) 0(0) 50(5) 23.3 23.3

50.5 46.7 43.3 46.3 52.0 52.0 55.0 53.3 47.5

US 50(5) 10(1) 50(5) 36.7 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0.0 13.3

GR 0(0) 40(2) 60(6) 33.i 80(4) 0(0) 40(2) 40.0 36.7

.50 - .74
IT

IN
33(3)
40(2)

70(7)
50(5)

60(6)
60(3)

54.3
50.0

20(2)
100(5)

50(5)
20(1)

20(2)
60(3)

30.0
60.0

42.2
55.0

DN 40(2) 40(2) 60(3) 46.7 0(0) 0(0) 20(1) 6.7 25.7

JA 30(4) 40(2) 50(5) 56.7 - 56.7

33.8 35.0 50.0 30.6 40.0 22.0 36.0 35.3 39.3

US 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0.0 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0.0 0.0

GR 0(0) 0(0) 10(1.) 3.3 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0.0 1.7

(-.03) .49
IN
IT

33(3)

60(3)
20(2)
30(3)

10(1)

20(1)
21.0
36.7

0(0)

0(0)

10(1)

80(4)

0(0)
20(1)

3.3
33.3

12.2
35.0

DN 0(0) 40(2) 20(1) 20.0 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0.0 10.0

JA 0(0) 60(3) 0(0) 20.0 20.0

15.5 13.3 6.7 13.5 0.0 23.0 8.0 11.3 13.2

a
Figures in parenthesis indicate frequency counts. Non parenthesis figure:;
represent percentages calculated from the frequency counts.
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The 2N1 was the most relia'cle of th, three instrom2ot, even
when reliability was item by iLem. The loA
countries were the United Stt-a-, .d J[.1;r1, and the lea ;t.
able was India. There were no diffe:ahc,,1 in reliaLilit.; 1;c!-
i:ween the two -Axial clssses, 1:ut 6th -.!r7de w: generally
less reliable than the other two ;:rades.

Interview Codin^. Reii ^bi] ire'

The reliability study of he interview was dc:ined to
determine the coders' tendons o remain nnbia:.ed and consist7.nt
and to test the codin cite-or:es to datermine whether their
form precluded 7.mbi7tion3 iater:retntion and whether c!aslifica-
tions were discrete rath....- than over-Laa'in,,I.

checking facilitated cart.' correction of discre.).7ncies ia
national and interna%ion7t codin7, :4-1d, as a ';-;11;;c of concur-

rence and uniformity, born on she validity or gener,iity of
the conclusions from the coded inLervie dat7.

Samole Delcriotion for Intervie te' i :ibil it ;. ] .^ re!ia-

bility sample consi7ted of subjects from each county in
she cross-national project e::ce-t for the United li.ates which,
because of the treatment of Nec,ro and C'dc:;ian subjects
separate cultures, had Ncrjo and CaucJiln subjects.
The subjects were selected from each r!,rade in each country in
a manner which provided that two subjecL1 from the same grade
were non-identical in S:2N and SITS. Subjects' interviews were

,;elected from a larger ^wile of twelve rcorelentativ,! inter-
views translated into Engti:7h and collect-10 from inve..ti:..ators

at the Copenhagen Conference, Au-;ust, 1.';6!). TlYe n-7 j.vos

the specific distributions by 5c!::, SES, and grade of the sub-

jects in the reliability chec':.

Insert Table 11 -7

Procedure: Development of Codiw',

categories for the reslonses to the 22 .uestion: selected for
analysis were based on an inte;,ration ind ..:;chan;:e of c)de:

from the particioatin7 countriel. The code: evolved as a

result of a series of e:ichange , conference;, and

checks on intra- and intercouncry codin:' of ..ho
interviews from each country that 11:!cl been trInlated into

English. The reinbility ,Cud' of the interview de.:inA
to check on the reliability of Lhe coding 1)roccdore.! rind to



TABI, M-7

Intervieu Study: Diztribution of Reliability
Sm.)le by Country, Grade, Se7:, and SES

Country Grade S SES

Greece 4 ii 2

F 1

6 i1 1

F 2

F I

Indi:,. 4 11 2

F I

5 M I

nu
F

U
2

2

F 2

Italy 4
t1 I

F 2

6

ii 2

J1p7.,n 4

F 2

F
1,1 2

F 9

Denmor:. 4 ii 2

6 11 1

F 2

11 2

F 1

2

6 11 1

F 2

F 1

U.S. Negro* 4 F 2

1

6 F 1

F 2

2
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pretest coding categories for cross-cultural applicability and
comparability. The basic reliability check was done in the
U.S. in several stages. The staging was designed to insure
maximum understanding of the categories and to facilitate de-
tection of possible difficulties and ambiguities in the in-
strument early enough so that changes could be made and relayed
to coders before cross-national coding commenced.

The first set of codes refined in the U.S. were originally
sent to cross-national investigators to be used in their re-
liability coding. Then, three American coders, coding the
same four interviews, noted difficulties or ambiguities en-
countered in the coding format. An initial set of reliability
calculations done for pairs of coders revealed a range of 69%
to 78% agreement. Numerous questions and suggestions for
changes in the coding were indicated. Therefore, the U.S.
coders and the U.S. researchers reviewed suggested changes
and made certain revisions in the coding categories. This
resulted in a second revised coding system. These coding
categories were again sent to the cross-national investiga-
tors to use as a further check to develop reliable coding
categories. The three U.S. coders then used this second
coding system to code ten U.S. interviews selected so that
no two subjects exhibited the same sex-SES-grade-ethnicity
configuration. The reliability calculations showed about the
same agreement found in. Lhe prior coding system. The range of
agreement was from 70% to 75%, despite incorporation of some
changes.

Because of this somewhat lows though minimally acceptable,
reliability it was thought that the discrepancies in coding
might have arisen from varying interpretations by the coders
of the categories. Misunderstandings of terms and categories
were further clarified and a third, revised category system
with more uniform interpretations was devised. Using this
third edition, six interviews were then recoded by the three
U.S. coders. The new reliability percentages reflected greater
uniformity of interpretation of the coding categories. The new
reliability percentages across the total interview ranged from
80% to 85%.

Each country used these coding categories to code the twelve
basic interviews, keeping SES, sex, and grade tallies separate
according to the design. Each investigator was instructed to
note difficulties in applying the coding categories to the inter-
views and to submit these observations as well as a list of any
variation in the codes. After the cross-national reliabilities
were calculated and the U.S. coding checks were completed, this
final coding system was established.
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Midday through the American coding a supplementary relia-
bility check was done on three randomly selected interviews for
two coders. The reliability for the total interview was 88%.
Despite independent coding done by both, obviously there was no
perceptible "drift" in interpretation and coding. To maintain a
further check on the U.S. and other national investigators and be-
cause the coding categories used in reliability calculation were
slightly different from the categories to be used in actual coding,
every seventh interview was arbitrarily designated a reliability
interview on which a two coder reliability check was performed for
each country. A copy of the final version of the coding categories
used to analyze the interview responses in selected questions is
contained in the Appendix.

Results by Per Cent Agreement. The reliability checks for the
interview were conducted at two levels: intra-country and inter-
country. In both instances the reliability of the coders and
categories were evaluated by using the same interviews in transla-
tion. Original plans for calculating reliability called for two
to four coders. Reliability was determined by comparing the judg-
ment agreement rates between the possible pairs of coders. More
specifically, after national investigators (intra-country) coded
their translated interviews, three U.S. coders (inter-country)
coded six of the 12 interviews submitted from each country and
reviewed at Copenhagen as the bases for general code categories.
Agreement figures were calculated between pairs of coders. Be-
sides diminishing the problem of multiple coding exaggerations,
this method also allowed a check on individual coders which would
be impossible in a single three- or four-coder calculation.

The actual numerical procedure for reliability called for
calculations of coder agreement for each individual interview
and of average agreement across the number of cases for each
country. On individual interviews, responses of pairs of coders
were compared. An agreement percentage was calculated for each
interview coded in common by dividing the number of judgments
agreed upon by the total number of judgments.

Reliabilities were calculated in several ways. First, there
was the percentage agreement for the whole interview, including
all categories and all judgments. A second reliability figure
was calcualted on all the categories and all judgments on which
there was a basic agreement that a codable response was given;
that is, excluding those judgments coded "No Response," "Response
Not Applicable," and "Don't Know." Since these categories were
consistently coded "No Response," i.e., question not asked or
question not answered, omitting their misleading agreement lowered
reliability percentages somewhat, but also gave a truer reliabi-
lity figure, based on the number of agreements among the real
coding judgments of actual responses. A third reliability figure
was also calculated based on the non-codable responses. It mea-

sured, in effect, how often coders agreed that a response was not
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codable, i.e., both judgments were in the "No Response,"
"Response Not Applicable" or "Don't Know" categories as
op?osed to one judgment being among the codable responses
and the other among the non-codable responses. These three
reliability calculations are presented in Table M-8.

TABLE M -3

Interview Reliability Country by Country
by Per Cent Agreement

Countries No. Coders No. of Total Codable Non-Codable
Interviews % Responses Responses

U.S. Caucasian 3 6 71-80 68-73 77-84

U.S. Negro 3 6 75-82 70 77 83-91

Greecea 3 6 74-79 71-78 78-84

Denmark
b

3 6 73-81 69-74 77-87

India 3 6 63-83 51-81 64-88

Italy 3 6 72-79 64-74 79-86

Japan 3 6 53-78 63-86 31-87

a
Greek interviews were coded by two American coders and by one

bi-lingual Greek-American coder who served both as the third Ameri-
can coder in the American-cross-national reliability check and as
the Greek coder in the American-Greek reliability.

b
For the country by country reliability check, three U.S.

coders and one non-U.S. coder were compared on the interviews
they coded in common in pairs. Since one U.S. coder coded only
three non-U.S. interviews for ecah country (with the exception
of Greece), there were three pairs of 6-interview reliability
figures and three pairs of 3-interview reliability figures for
each country with the exception of the U.S.A. and Greece.
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Another supplementary reliability calculation was per-
formed using the same method for the Ilir3 of American coders
across all countries for all reliability interviews. This 'as
a gauge of over-all reliability for the instrument as well as
a test of general coder concurrence, Araement ratas ranged
from 74% to 30%, averaging 77% totally for 42 interviews,

*[FN: One problem on cross-national reliability was the omission
of No Response coding for un-asked question. In most cases (Italy,
Japan, India), a No Response was assumed in calculating reliabi-
lity until confirmed by memo from the foreign investigator that
an un-used or unreported category meant that "a luestion was not
asked or was not answered."

In India and Ja..)an Question 74 tram slated was Mich is worst- -
to hit, steal from or say something bad about a person?) in such
a way that ranking was not done. Hence, Section VIII was non-
codable in the interview coding format and both sets of relia-
bility calculations omit VIII from consideration, The Indians,
in addition, created their own categoriel for VIII.]
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FIGURE M-1

Questions for Determining Socio-Economic Status
(Scale based on Chicago Tribune Census)

When your father works, he hag a certain ::ind of lob.
(Circle the number beside the answer that comes closest to
describing what your father's job is or was like.)

1. He works at odd jobs--anything he can get.
(Dishwasher, coal peddler, janitor, junk -tollector, day
laborer.)

2. He works in a factory, mill, or at some other job where
he works with his hands.
(Construction worker, truck or cab driver, machine operator,
freight loader, delivery man)

3. He works with his hands in a job that takes a long time to
Learn.

(Carpenter, electricign, plumber, TV repairman, barber, rail-
road conductor, automobile mechanic.)

4. He works in n store or office for somebody else, works for
the government, or is in charge of other workers in a fac-
tory. He usually wears a white shirt and tie or uniform
to work.
(Salesman, post office clerk, bookkeeper, factory foreman,
policeman.)

5. He works in an office or company where he is in charge of
other workers. He owns a small store or business. He Las
had some special training.
(Office manager, department head, factory superintendent,
owner of a gas station, laundry, grocery, or shoe store.)

6. He works at a job which reluires many years of college and
also special training.
(Doctor, lawyer, teacher, engineer, architect, chemist,
airplane pilot.)

7. He owns a large business or factory.
(President, chairman of the board.)

U. My father doesn't have a job. He is not working now.

9. I don't know what my father does.
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!Then your mother works, she has a certain kind of job.
(Circle the number beside the answer that comes closest to
describing what your mother's job is or was like.)

1. She works at odd jobs--anything she can set.
(Cook, dishwasher, maid, scrub uoman.)

2. She works with her hands at a Mace like a small store,
restaurant, or factory.
(Machine operator, waitress, grocery clerk, assembly-line
worker.)

3. She works with her hands at a job which takes a long time
to learn.

(Nurse's aide, beauty operator, seamstress, dress cutter,
switchboard operator.)

4. She works in a store or office for somebody else nt a job
which took her soma time to learn. She usually wears a
dress and high heels to work:
(Secretary, typist, sale; clerk, bookkeeper, bank clerk,
laboratory technician, commercial artist.)

5. She works in an office or comnany where she is in charge
of other workers. She owns a smnil store or business. She
hes had some special training.
(Accountant, registered nurse, librarian, buyer for a large
business or department .::ore.)

6. She works at a job which requires many years of college and
also snecial training.
(Doctor, lawyer, school teacher.)

7. She owns a large business or factory.
(President, chairman of the board.)

G. She is not working outside of our home now. She does house-
work only in our home.

9. I don't know what my mother does.

1111011

[FN: The questions in Fia,ure M -L are the United States version.
Modifications were made in some countries to adnnt to national
norms.]
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FIGURE i1 -4

Picture A-zression Rating Instructions

Each of you has received n booklet filled with page: that
are all the same. (Format 1 booklet: you will observe that the
odd-numbered pictures or questions are on the left-hand side of
the booklet and the even on the right.) (Format 2 booklet: You
will observe that the odd-numbered pictures appear on one color
paper and the even P.p.:pear on the second color paper,) This will
help you to keep track of uhere you are, but we will always read
the number of the picture that we are going to ask you about. In

a little while I am going to sho you some pictures, and I want
you to tell me what you think of each picture by marking on the
pane that goes with the picture. I will tell you the number of
the picture so that you can check it in the right-hand corner.
In that way we can stay together.

Before we begin, let's make sure that the number at the top
of the page matches the one at the bottom. The numbers in both
:Places should have si7: (seven) different numerals in them. If

the sir numbers at the top of the page do not match. or correspond
to the six numbers at the bottom of the ?age in the space called
"Code No.," please raise you hand and we will try to help you.
If the six-digited number at the to) of the page matches the six
numbers at the bottom of the paf,e, then please tear off the bot-
tom nart of the first sheet which contains your number and your
name.

Now let me explain a little bit about how your booklet works.
In the middle of each page are.two long figures. Beside each of
these figures is a number. The ton one has a number 1 by it and

the bottom one has a number 2 by it. Below each box there are
some words written which you can use to tell us about each picture.
Below these boxes and words is a number for each box. As you can
see, the wrongness in each box increases as ire go from left to
right, just as the numbers,increase from left to right. Boz 1

has the words "Not at all wrong" and box 7 has the words "Abso-
lutely wrong" under it

In a little while I'm going to show you some pictures, and
I'm going to ask you to rate each one of these pictures twice.
I'm going to ask you to dram a circle around the number under the
words that come closest to the way you feel about the nicture.

Each picture shows two people, and as I said before, there
are two scales to be rated on each page. The first scale, or
rating 1, will be the one where you tell me about the wrongness
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of the first person I ask about, and the second scale, or rating
2, will be the one where you telL about the wrongness of the
second or other person that I ask about. I will tell you each
time which person you are to rate and which scale, but you must
pay attention so that you will be sure to hear what I say.

You are to tell what you think, i.e., make your rating, by
drawing a circle around the number under the box which comes
closest to how wrong you think the person in the picture is.
Circle only one number on each scale or rating. That means if
you ,L;re working on ratihg 1, circle only one number under the
bo:es. If you want to change your answer, matte n wavy line
through the circled number which you now think is not correct.
Let me show you what I mean. (Demonstrate.) Remember, you must
circle only one number under a box for each rating, You will be
given a chance to circle a number for rating 1 and a number for
rating 2 for each picture. Remember also, you must look at only
your booklet because there are no right or wrong answers; there
are only your answers. I will be asking you two luestions about
the picture, and I will call these questions "Rating 1" and
"Rating 2."

Before we start, however, I want to show you three pictures
so that you will have an idea of the kind of pictures you will
see. Most of the pictures you will see will have girls and boys,
teachers, policemen, mothers, and fathers in them. Some of the

pictures will look very similar, but all of them are very dif-
ferent. In addition to pictures with mothers and fathers, tea-
chers, policemen, boys and girls doing things with and to each
other, I am also going to show you some pictures of classrooms
and children in other countries, who will also be working in the
same way you are

Now let's look at some of the pictures which will appear
again later. Do not dray any circles or make any marks in your
booklet now These pictures are only examples. Here is the

first example picture. (Number 14, "This is a policeman scolding
a girl.") Here is the second example picture. (Number 16, "This
is a boy scolding hit father.") And here is the third. (Number

26, "This is a boy hitting a girl.") (It is important that the
eaminer or administrator not 331: the children to give a judge-
ment of the three eample pictures, nor should he give a judge-
ment himself.) Now you have seen the three pictures; you have
checked your code number, and torn off the bottom part. r.!e are

now ready to hear the description of the picture, its number, and
to begin answering the two questions and making the two ratings
on each picture. (The e;:aminer begins to show the pictures, using
the number on the order of Presentation tist. He continues des-
cribing the pictures and asking the children to rate the pictures,



first asLing about the wrongness of the aggressor, i.e., the
left-hand figure, and then asIdng about the wrongness of the
victim, i.e., the right-hand fi!:ure. questions he uses
are "How wrong is the aggressor?" and "How wron,7; is the victim?"
If the pictures are in the pro)er order, the left-hand figure
will be the first one described in the picture and will be rated
as aggressor. For example, on picture 1 the examiner reads
"Picture 1, /This is a fathar scolding his son.' Rating 1,
how wrong is the father? Draw a circle around the number that
comes closest :L.() your answer, aating 2, how wrong is the son?
Draw a circle around the number that comas closest your
answer.")

[FN: In Japan, the graphic format of the rating scale was
changed slightly by removing the shading and removing the
top lines. The instruction (descriptive sentence) "on the
person in the right side" for the aggressor and "on the per-
son in the left side" for the victim were also added and the
pictures presented in a "fig side" arrangement. Further de-
tails on this variation are available from the Jananese investi-

gator.]
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FICURZ 11 -5

Peer vionimation Inventory Ins,:ructiow;

You have a booklet with a. 'ist of the nlmes of all the
people (children) in your cL-ss. There is one colm,a for t',2
girls and one coumn for the l.oys, V12 are diferent
colors. The odd-numbered pages are 012 color (n me co/or) -end
the even-uumered lace.; are another (:I: :-12 color). These dir-
ferent colored age w'll hel? you kee7 trr!c:: of where you -re
and of the number of the rue scion. These colored '1,(_r;

also help you so tha.: you will not ;:d..) -any ;nesri(nr or al:-es.

Each page also has a place for you to uriLe the num'oer of the
question, 7e will teal -1 yo-! th' number of C12 luelz:ion we are

uorkinf: on and then you out the num'32: in -)1-ovider!.

Ue will ask you some questions ' :.lout other Tlwre

will be one question for each Via. The w7- o 111; icr the

question is to cross out (circle or end,?.rine) the 11.-1-:e or 1:1:

person or persons best described by be ,t.

described by what we read to you. flem,r.ibc-.., write the number of

each question at the too of each lige in the ;!lace rovided. As

we go along, you can check to see if you are on the ri;;ht
by checking to lee if the ..age number rnd th.! ,,tie:;tion number ,re

the same. If you mi -ad ul, raise your hand and let u:

(Pause.)

The first question is number I, "!ho :re nu?"

"i" on the to of the )age in the soace oYovided ror th,! nu:7ber

of the question and then crosa aut your own 1.me (circle your
own name or underline your owe name) on the list. From now on

do not cross out (circle or underline) 'tour own nr:mo, only tha
names of other children.

Now turn to t' second or next p:%2. "hat colo. is it?

(Pause--wait for the re:oor,2 and b2 ChM. the ,.olor

name corres)onds to the corention ac:opted odd -nu:

and color-coded paes)

The ne : :t luestion is 2. B3 sure to wri:e the ,ue:Aion num-

ber at the tor) of the page in the :.1 ice roidod. Th2 lu.!.A.ion

is, "Uho do you know very well?" Cros!' out ( circle or underline)

the names of all the childre,-, whom you know very well. (lL:r

these two que.:tions to la-c sure the chidren under';tind ih
questions and the directions for ansuerin,, ,he :uostion.)

On the res of the :tiestions we want you c.o ou:
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(circle or underline) the names of all the children tdlo fit the
luestion, that is, described by the luestion. Do not cross out
(circle or underline) your own name on any more luestions. You

may cross out (circle or underline) as many or as few clessmates
or 7,ersons in .jnur class 4; you lio, but you may nat cross out
your ewn na;4e on any other ,eestion.

(The examiner reads end, ;wetion in full, wYrite the num-
ber in the space provided in the oli;e and cross out (circle or
underline) all the n:,mes of the children .'ho are described by

the luetion.")
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Peer Nomination Inventory Answer Sheet

01

02

03

04

05

06

GIRLS

51

52

53

54

55

56

Question Number

BOYS

MARIE-THERESE BARRETTE

PAMELA BRUM

PATRICIA ANN CLARK

JOYCE DONOVAN

MARY HENDRICKSON

MARY LOU JACKLE

JOHN BAYNE

DAVID LEE BRADY

STEVEN EMBERTON

DAVID GENTILLE, JR.

TIM GILLES

STEVE GRIERSON

07 JANICE KELLEY 57 ROBERT D. HALBICK

08 KATHERINE AURATH 58 MICHAEL KELLY

09 DIANE MORGAN 59 JIM KOEHNEMANN

10 GAIL MUNDY 60 TIM LEONBERGER

11 JULIE NACHTMANN 31 ALEX MARFORT

12 DEBORAH L. PRICE 62 TOM MILLER

13 MARY SCHILLING 33 KENNETH MORTON

14 KATHLEEN RUFTE 64 ROBERT NADARSKI

15 LINDA VALENTINE 65 GEORG: SCHLOSSER

66 MICHAEL SULLIVAN

67 THOMAS TIFT

58 TERRY '/ALLACE

50 69 GREG .JEST

99

END DECK

M-59
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Pilot Studies I and II

To assure cross-cultural comparability in methodology and
facilitate instrut:ent revision, two pilot studies were under-
taken before the field study. The results of the first pilot
study were the topic of the initial cross-national conference
in Milan in March, 1965; the results of the second of a cross-
national conference in Athens in August, 1965. During the
pilots, children noted unclear or difficult questions on the
group - administered instruments. Investigators encouraged
classroom discussion of Ele instruments; selected classroom
teachers and children were asked about the aptness, relevance,
and meaningfulness of the questionable items.

The interviews adwinistered in the pilot studies were
radically different than chow administered in the field study.
Their primary aims included determination of question difficulty
or relevancy, adequacy of translation, and (1,=tailed understanding
of children's responses and interpretations to the questions.
The interviewed groups constituted approximately 10 per cent of
each pilot sample. Each included high and low I.Q.'s, compliant
and defiant personalities, boys and girls, and high and low SES.
General and specific questions were asked about the instruments
and the test situation, e.g., 1) Which test was the most fun to
do?, 2) Did you find the (instrument) easy or hard to answer?,
3) Was there any question you really did not like?, 4) Did you
answer the way you really felt?, 5) Were there times when you
just put down any answer because you didn't care or were tired?,
6) Did you feel you didn't understand any of the questions or
just some of the questions?

Children also described their encounters with and feeling:
about authority fisnres like the police, government, teachers,
parents, ministers, priests or rabbis. Some of the questions
used were: 1) Do you know any policemen (priests, teachers,
and so on)?, 2) Where di.' you meet them?, 3) What kinds of
things do they talk about to you?, 4) What do you think the
policeman should say to you?, 5) Do your parents talk about
the policeman (teacher, minister) at home?., and 6) What do
you say about them 'i.e., policeman, teacher, priest)? The

subjects suggestions were invited by asking: 1) How would you
change the (instrument)?, 2) What particular words did you find
hard to understand:, 3) Caa you think of another way of getting
at some of these ideas and questions?, 4) Is there anything that
you want to say about the policeman, the teacher, your parents,
etc., that the (insi:rument) has not covered?

The pilot interviews provided basis for subsequent revi-
sions; the results of the pilot studies another one Univariate
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(means, percentages, distributions) and bivariate (intercor-
relations and factor analysis) statistics were obtained in
all pilot data Final decisions on all instruments except
the interview were made at the 1966 Athens conference. Pilot

study reports are available on request from individual national
investigators.
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FIGURE N-6

Interview Coding

The following is the cross-national code for those sections selected as
the most important. The following topics have been selected:

1 Concept of Rules and Laws (Q. 5, 6, 7)
11 Justice of Rules and Laws (Q. 16, 17)
III Breakability vs. Non-Breakability of Rules and Laws (0. L:2, 75a, 66b)
IV Consistency vs. Inconsistency of Rules (Q. 11, 12, 13, ik)
V Functions of Rules (Q. 18)
VI Power to Enforce Rules and Levis (O. 30, 32)
VII Inevitability of Detection (Q. k3, L;5, L :5, k7, 18)

VIII Which is Worst Deviation? (Q. 74)
IX Justice of Punishment (0. 5L, 59)

The attached outline is arranged so that Roman numerals refer to concep-
tual sections described above, capital letters refer to specific questions or
combinations of questions, and arable numerals refer to response alternatives.
The response category "don't know" is abbreviated as DK and is always assigned
the number 9. The response category "response not applicable" is abbreviated as
RNA and is always assigned the number 10. The response category "no response"
is abbreviated Nil and is always assigned the number 0.

General Coding Instructions

In view of the number of subjects and the problems of translation, it is

important to view responses carefully but flexibly, and to identify the core or
central meaning, not the varieties of their expression. Sometimes this will be
the first response given by the child. At other times children may begin with
confused or peripheral responses and give their main answer later. Try to iden-
t;fy one answer per child for each question and avoid multiple tallies where
possible. However, if the child gives a categorical "yes" or "no" response,
followed by a more detailed answer, ignore the categorical response in favor of
the more specific response or responses. (Example: In section IIIA, ignore al-
ternatives II1A1 or IIIA2 in favor of alternatives 111A3, k, 5 or 6.) Consider
examples as more specific answers.

Code "don't know" (DK) only when the child says don't know or when the
answer is clearly confused. Code "no response" only when the child did not an-
swer the question or when the question was not asked. If the child gives a mean-
ingful answer that cannot be coded in one of the listed alternatives, code it as
"response not applicable." We have developed the cross-national codes from an
inspection of the national codes and we hope we have included all of the important
alternatives. However, if you find that children are frequently giving an answer
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or answers which are similar or the same in content and which cannot bo coded in
one of the existing codes, add categories for these answers and assign them num-
bers falling between the last number assigned to the list alternatives and the
number 9, designating "don't know." (Example: In section II1A the numbers 7 and
8 are not used.) If absolutely necessary assign numbers above 10 (i.e., 11, 12,
13) for additional response categories. DO NOT ASSIGN ANY NUMBER USED IN THE
CROSS-NATIONAL CODES FOR ADDITIONAL RESPONSE CATEGORIES. Use additional cate-
gories only if they appear frequently and are conceptually clear. Remember that
in a project of this scope meaningful general trends arc more important than
idiosyncratic or extranious responses. IF YOU ADD ADDITIONAL CATEGORIES NOTIFY
US OF THE CATEGORY CONTENT AND ASSIGNED NUMBERS AT ONCE.

To eliminate the necessity of retracing the responses several times, use
the subject's assigned number instead of a check mark or tally to indicate his
response to a given question. In this way, it will be possible to trace the
pattern of a given subject's responses to all questions, without having to go
through the material again. Please tally by sex, social class, and grade so that
subtotals can be summed. A response may be tallied in more than one category, as
many of the categories are not mutually exclusive. Multiple responses may also
be tallied in more than one category. PLEASE SEE ENCLOSED EXAMPLE OF CODE TALLY
SHEET.

Example of use of tally sheet: For section 1, the notations IA1, IA2 ---
through 1E3 would be entered in the category column at the left of the tally
sheet. IA1 would appear in the first row, IA2 in the second row and 1E3 in the
last row. The code numbers for each child would then be entered in the appropri-
ate boxes. The total numbers of responses would be summed for the sex, SES and
grade sub-totals and totals. The national totals for each category will be entered
in the right hand column.

Copies of the coding sheets, including the subject numbers and totals
should be sent to the Chicago office.

Since multiple responses by children will cause difficulties of analysis
please also send us a tally of the number of children in each sample group giv-
ing multiple answers.' This information should be reported in the final write-up.

Please note that when a question category, as designated by capital letters,
includes more than one question (e.g. IIA, IIIA, IIIB, IVB, 1VC, IVD) you con-
sider the responses to all included questions under the single question category,
arm code them together.

In a number of sections similar questions are coded with the same response
alternatives (e.g., IXA, 1XB, IXC, 1XD). This should simplify the coding pro-
cedure.

Where ever the interview instructions said to repeat a set of questions
about rules for the concept of laws, if the child made a distinction, we have
repeated the codes in order to avoid conceptual confusion (i.e. ID, $E, IIIC,
IIID, IVE, IVF, IVG, 1VH). We realize that in most cases these additional cate-
gories will not be used. Use them only if the child makes the necessary distinc-
tions between rules and laws. If the distinction is not made, code the responses
under the rules section.
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Specific Coding Instructions

Section II: There are no coding categories for unfair rules. Code all
answers in terms of fair rules. Reinterpret answers about unfair rules to re-
flect their opposite implications for fair rules.

Section IV: Code answers such as "Children must go to school" as 1VC/4

Rules of School.

Section VI & IX: If child combines figures as first or last choices,
double code the responses in first or last place. (Example: If child answers
"parents" as first choice, code both "mother" and "father" as first choice.)

Section IX A, B, C, D: Code the answers is these sections only for the
child's own sex (Ouestions 54 and 59).

Initial Reliability Check

The following reliability instructions represent a modification of the
Copenhagen procedures.

lntra-Country: The investigators in each country should assign one coder
to code the selected questions for the 12 translated interviews. The code
sheets for these interviews, the tally for each response category and any comments
on coding procedure. end coding problems should be sent to the Chicago office. as
soon as they are completed.

Inter-Country: Coders in the United States will code these same inter-
views in translation. We will then assess the overall reliability between the
national coders and the U.S. coders. If particular resoonse categories prove to
be unreliable they will be dropped or revised. Therefore, investigators should
not proceed with additional coding until they have further instructions on re-
vised coding procedures.

The aim of this initial reliability check is twofold:
1) to check on the reliability of coding;

2) to pretest the coding categories. Therefore, the coding of these 12 inter-
views should be done as soon as possible so that the reliability can be assessed
and categories revised. If investigators have not sent copies of their 12
translated interviews to the Chicago office, this should be done as soon as
possible.

Subsequent reliability check procedures will be worked out after an
analysis of the reliability of these 12 interviews from each country.

Tally Sheet
SES 1 = Low SES
SES 2 = High SES
TB = Total Boys
TG = Total Girls

Put the project number (Y18) and country on all tally sheets returned
to the United States.

n.b. Working tally sheet may be larger than encloseddversion.
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Interview Questions

1. Concept of Rules and Laws (Question 5, 6, 7)

What is a rule? (0u. 5)

A rule involves a demand for obedience or compliance.

11-65

I A 1 General statement, not codable under categories 2 and 3 below.
(Examples: "A rule is something you have to follow." If the child's
example and discussion make the meaning more specific, code below,
if possible.)

I A 2 A rule or law is a duty, a provision, or a regulation for the
benefit of peoplewhich has a reason and governs behavior.
(Example: "The things which are made to maintain the order of home and
society" or "It's something your parents or teachers or someone makes
just to help things go along better.")

1 A 3 A rule or law is a prohibition which indicates forbidden conduct and
requires obedience.
(Example: "A rule tells you things you shouldn't do like 'don't run in
the halls at school' ").

I A9 DK

I A 10 RNA

I A 0 NR

Disregard of a rule has negative consequences. (Qu. 5)

I B 1 General statement not codable under categories 2 and 3 below.
(Example: "A rule is something to keep bad things from happening.")

I B 2 Breaking a rule may evoke punishment.
(Example: "A rule is like something your parents tell you to do and if
you don't, they spank you.")

I B 3 Breaking a rule, may cause harm to a group or to individuals.
(Example: "A rule is like having to stop at a stop sign so you don't
hit a pedestrian or another car.")

I B 9 DK

I B 10 RNA

I B 0 NR



What is the difference between a rule and a law (Qu. 7) M-66

1 C 1 A rule is specific and restricted in its application by time, location:
it is not universal in the society.
(Example: "A rule is something you have to do just when you're in
school or at home. ")

1 C 2 A law is more general or comprehensive in its application than a rule.
(Example: "A law is something big that everyone has to do like drive
on the right side of the road. ")

1 C 3 A rule is created or enforced by non-governmental authorities.
(Example: "A rule is something my parents or teacher tells me to do."
"You get yelled at.")

I C 4 A law is created or enforced by governmental authorities.
(Example: "A law is made up by the president or Congress," "You get put

in jail. ")
1 C 5 A law is in written form; it is codified.

(Example: "A law is something set. ")

I C 6 There is no difference between a rule and a law.
I C 7 There is a difference between a rule and a law - not specified or not

1 C 9 DK codable above.

1 C 10 RNA

I C 0 NR

What is a law (Qu. 6)

1 D 1 General statement, not codable under categories 2 and 3 below.

1 D 2 A'.114A4)04/(1X law is a duty, a provision, or a regulation for the benefit
of people, which has a reason and governs behavior.

1 D 3 A tKud000nx law is a prohibition which indicates forbidden conduct and
requires obedience.

1 D 9 DK

I D 10 RNA

I D 0 MR

Disregard for law has negative consequences. (Qu. 6)

I E 1 General statement not codable under categories 2 and 3 below.

I E 2 Breaking a law may evoke punishment.

I E 3 Breaking a law may cause harm to a group or to individuals.

I E 9 DK

I E 10 RNA

1 E 0 NR
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11. Justice of Rules (Question 16, 17)

What is a fair rule?

II A 1 A rule is fair if it affects everyone equally. A rule is fair
if it benefits everyone.
(Note: A response of a "rule is unfair if it doesn't treat every-
one the same" would be placed here since it is merely the negative
statement of the same idea. "It is fair if everybody has to follow
it.")

II A 2 A rule is fair if it is created by a trusted authority figure
(Examples: parents, teachers)

II A 3 A rule is fair if it favors someone who is inherently disadvantaged
or innocent in some pre 'ous way.
(Examples of younger or smaller children being given proirities.)

II A 4 A rule is fair if there is a justifiable reason for its creation.
(Example: "A fair rule has some purpose, not just so we can have
rules. ")

II A 5 A rule is fair if the persons who must comply with it agree with
it: (i.e., group consensus).
(Example: Everybody agrees with them.)

II A 6 A rule is fair if it is congruent with an external system- -
religion, government.
(Example: "A rule isn't fair if it makes you do something your church
says you shouldn't.)

II A 7 A rule is fair if it is not arbitrary (in time or degree) to the
advantage of the rule-maker.
(Example: "It isn't fair if a big kid or captain keeps changing
the rules of a game, depending on how his team is doing.")

II A 8 All rules are fair (absolute judgement).

11 A 9 DK

II A 10 RNA

11 A 0 NR
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III. Breakability vs. Non-breakability (Questions 42a, b, c; 66a,b)

1s it ever all right to break a rule?

(Certain circumstances warrant breaking rules) (Qu. 42a,b,c)

III A 1 General statement not codable under 2-6 below.
(Example: "Yes", sometimes.)

III A 2 No rule is breakable.
(Child gives an unqualified "No" response.)

III A 3 A rule may be broken if it is unfair or too demanding.
(Example: "Yes, if its too hard or unreasonable. ")

III A 4 A rule may be broken if it is less important than the reason for
breaking it. A rule may be broken under special circumstances.
(Examples: "Yes, if it's in self-defense." "Yes, in an emergency.)

III A 5 It is all right to break a rule but not a law.

111 A 9 DK

II! A 10 RNA

111 A 0 NR

(Some rules are unbreakable) (Qu. 66 a, b)

III B 1 Child gives a "Yes" answer with an explanation that cannot be
coded below. (There are some rules you always have to follow.)

III B 2 Some rules cannot be broken because they are rules of nature.
(Example: "We have to eat and sleep.")

III B 3 Some rules should not be broken because they protect the safety
of oneself and others.
(Example: "We shouldn't ever break traffic laws because someone
will get hurt.")

111 B 4 Some rules should not be broken because they are enforced by
reference group or authority--religion, government, parents.
(Example: 'Ye shouldn't break laws against stealing because we'd
have to go to jail.")

III B5 No rule is unbreakable. (Any rule can be broken,)

111 B 9 DK

III B 10 RNA

III B 0 NR
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IS it ever all right to break a law?

(Certain circumstances warrant breaking laws) (Q. 1E2a,b,c)

III C 1 General statement not codable under 2-5 below.
(Example: "Yes", sometimes.)

III C 2 No law is breakable.

(Child gives an unqualified "No" response.)
(Some laws should not be broken)

lil C 3 A law may be broken if it is unfair or too demanding.
(Example: "Yes, if it's too hard or unreasonable.")

III C 4 A law may be broken under special circumstances. A law may be
broker if it is less important than the reason for breaking it.
(Example: "yes, if its an emergency." "Yes, if its in self-
defense.")

III C 5 It is all right to break a law bu, a rule.

III C 9 DEC

III C 10 RNA

III C 0 NR

III

(Some laws are unbreakable) (Qu. G6a,b)

Some laws are unbreakable.
(Child gives a "Yes" answer with an explanation that cannot
be coded below.)

III D 2 Some laws cannot be broken because they are laws of nature.
(Example: ..te have to eat and sleep.")

III D 3 Some laws should not be broken because they protect the safety
of oneself and others.

(Example: "We shouldn't ever break traffic laws because someone
will get hurt.")

III D 4 Some laws should not be broken because they are enforced by
reference group or authority--religion, government, parents.
(Example: No shouldn't break laws against stealing because we'd
have to go to jail.")

III D 5 No law is unbreakable. (Any law is breakablo.)

ttl 0 9 DK

III D 10 RNA

III D 0 NR
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IV. Consistency of rules (0u. 11, 12, 13, 11.)

Are rules the for boys and girls7 (nu. 11)

IV A 1 Yes, ;111 rules are the sere.

IV A 2 Ho, no rule.: arc th scrIc.

IV A 3 Sonc rulc!, the and some are different. (Emphas is on rulo
itself)
(17.ramplc: Al 1 chi ldren rave to go to school. Boys have to open
doors for girls.)

IV A 1; 1t di_pcnds upon thi. tut on or ci rcu7nst.-..nce;. (Cmph,:ls i; or.
c rcurnstance s)
(E r.z.rmp ?es : Boys hav rior bk ccuse they .'.,re rlorc disobedient.)

IV A 9 UK

IV A IC RPA

IV M

Are rules the sa!n for adults .;nd chi ldrn? 12,13, II)

IV B Yes, all rules ore the

IV B 2 Uo, no rules on the .,z-rn,

fV B 3 Some rule: ore the and some are' diffc re nt

IV B It depend!, upon the itur. tier. or c

IV 13 5 nu lc:, ere the but tnforcere ( nt pe nd!. on oqc

IV B 9 D)-.

IV 13 10 RUA

IV B 0 I; ft

IV C 1

IV C 2
IV C 3
IV C
IV C

IV C 9
IV C 10

that rules are k tent or different for
boys .end girls? (Use r, levant.)

Sore rules differ for people: of different and stotu..
(unspec a.er not codzble under 2, 3,1 ,
Rules of forli ly.
Rules of comunity. city, gov(rnre!nt.
Rules of school.
Chi ldren's rules, game ., play, etc.
D K

RIBA
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.. n 1

rules arc inconsistent or different
for adults and children? (Ou. 12a,b; 13a,b)

Some rules differ for people of different ages and status
(unspecified answer not codablc under 2, 3, 5 below).

IV D 2 Rules of family.

IV 0 3 Rules of corronity, city, government.

IV D Rules of school.

IV D 5 Children's rules, gark:s, play, etc.

IV 0 9 DK

IV D 10 RUA

IV 0 0 NR

What rules are thu so:ne or consistent? (cu. 11a,b; ga,b)

IV E 1 Rules of family.

IV E 2 Rules of community, city, government.

IV C 3 Rules of school.

IV C Children's rules, games, play, etc.

IV E 5 Rule of religion.

IV E 6 Serious rules. (Examples: religious rules, murder)

IV E 9 OK

IV E 10 RUA

IV E 0 NR

CatLgory 1V E 6 will frequently be double coded with 1, 2, 3, 5.

I.e., religious rules would be coded IV E 6 and IV C 5. Murder would be
coded IV E 6 and IV E 2.
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Arc leis the scme for boys and girls?

IV F 1 Yes, all laws are the same.

IV F 2 No, no laws are the same.

IV F 3 Some laws are the same and some are different.

IV F It depends upon the situation or circumstances.

IV F 9 DK

IV F 10 RNA

IV F 0 NR

Are laws the sane for adults and children?

IV G 1 Yes, all laws are the same.

IV G 2 No, no laws are the same.

IV G 3 Some laws are the same and acme arc different.

IV G h It depends upon the situation or circumstances.

IV G 5 Laws are the same but enforcement depends on age.

IV G S DK

IV G 10 RNA

IV G 0 NR

''hat laws :re Inconsistent or different for boys and
girls (or mun end women)?

IV H I Somc laws differ--unspecified.

IV H 2 Laws of family.

IV H 3 Laws of community, city, government.

IV H h Laws of school.

IV H 5 Children's laws.

IV H DK

IV H 10 RUA

I V H O NR
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What laws are inconsistent or different for adults
and children?

IV I 1 Some laws are different for people of different ages and status
(unspecified answer not codable under 2, 3, 4, 5 below).

IV I 2 Laws of family.

IV I 3 Laws of community, city, government.

IV 1 /: Laws of school.

IV I 5 Children's laws.

IV 1 9 DK

IV I 10 RNA

IV I 0 NR

What laws are the same or consistent?

IV J 1 Laws of family.

IV J 2 Laws of community, city, government.

IV J 3 Laws of school.

IV J 4 Children's rules, games, play, etc.

IV J 5 Serious laws.

IV J 9 DK

IV J 10 RNA

IV J 0 NR



V. Functions of Rules (Qu. 18, 18a, c, g)

Effects of no rules

What if there were no rules? (Qu. 18, 18g)

M-74

V A 1 Personal desires rather than principles would determine human
action.

(Example: "People would become selfish if they didn't have any
rules. No one would work." "People would do what they wanted.")

V A 2 Private property and/or public facilities could not be maintained
without rules/laws.
(Example; "If there weren't any rules, people could come into your
house, walk on your lawn...P "Without rules people would throw trash
in streets, cut trees in parks

V A 3 There would be no regulation of wealth or property.
(Example: "People would become very rich or very poor if there weren't
any laws about taxes or jobs.")

V A b. Non-criminal injury would increase.
(Example" "If there weren't traffic laws, people would drive too fast
and there would be many people hurt or killed.")

V A 5 Physical violence- and crime would increase.
(Example: "If there weren't any laws, people would steal from stores
and rob people on the streets.")

V A 6 Anarchy, disorder and chaos would rule; society would go backwards.
(Example: "It would be 'a 'bid mess." "k'ithout Jews, people would
become uncivilized.")

V A 7 Wars between countries would increase.

V A 8 It's impossible to imagine a world without laws.
(Example: "The world would end. ")

V A 9 DK

V A 10 RNA

V A O NR

V B I

V B 2

What if there were no rules at home? (Qu. 18a)

It would be a good situation if there were no rules at home.
(Child gives a positive response such as "It would be fun. ")

A state of domestic anarchy would exist.
(Child gives neutral response such as "Everyone would do what he
wanted to.')

V B 3 Without rules, there would be a situation where parents would have
to control each incident of behavior separately instead of setting
a general code for conduct.
(Example: "Children would still obey parents.")
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Necessary work would not get done if there were no rules.
(Example: "The house would be a mess because I wouldn't
have to clean up my room or take out the garbage...")

V B 5 The possibility of injury would increase.
(Example: "Kids would get hurt if there weren't rules against
playing with matches or knives or crawling up on the furniture.")

V B 6 Children would not develop into good people.
(Example: 'We wouldn't learn good manners" or "We wouldn't
respect the rights of other people.")

V09 DK

V B 10 RNA

V B 0 NR

What if there were no rules at school (Qu. 18c)

V C 1 Children would not come to school.

V C 2 There would be no discipline or order.
(Example: "Kids wouldn't know what to do. Everything would
be confused.")

V C 3 There would be physical violence and fighting.

V C 4 Maintenance of the school building would be difficult.
(Example: "Kids would throw paper on the floor, write on
the desks and walls...")

V C 5 No learning would take place.

V C 6 Children would embarrass the teacher.

V C 9 DK

V C 10 RNA

V C 0 NR
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VI. Power to enforce rules and laws (Qu. 30, 32)

Who can make you follow a rule or a law? (Qu. 30)

VI A 1 Father

VI A 2 Mother

VI A 3 Teacher

VI A 4 Police

VI A 5 Government officials

VI A 6 Relatives

VIA 7 Self

VI A 8 Other (i.e., all adults, friends, class monitor. Use only when
not codable under 1-7 above.)

VI A 9 DK

VI A 10 RNA

V I A O NR

Who cannot make you follow the rules? (Qu. 32)

VI B 1 Strangers cannot make me obey (people not related to child by blood
or community or institutional ties).

VI B 2 Younger children cannot make me obey (includes younger siblings).

VI B 3 Siblings cannot make me obey.

VI B k Peers cannot make me obey.

VI B 5 Those people who have no authority cannot make me obey.

VI B 6 Bad people cannot make me obey (people who do not follow rules
themselves).

(Example: The man in the car trying to get the child to go with him.)

VI B 7 No one. (The child makes statement such as "Anyone can make me obey.")

VI B 9 DK

VI B 10 RNA

VI B 0 NR
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VII. Inevitability of Detection (Qu. 43,45,46,47,48)

Does someone who breaks a rule always get caught? (Qu.43)

VII A i Yes.

(Unqualified. The child may give examples of other children or
himself getting caught breaking a rule.)

VII A 2 Most of the time.
(Example: "Yes, unless the teacher isn't in the room" or other
example of circumstances when it is possible to get away with
breaking a rule.)

VII A 3 Sometimes.

VII A 4 No.

(Onqualified. The child may give examples of other children or
himself not getting caught.]

VII A 9 DK

VII A 10 RNA

V I I A O NR

Do some children get away with breaking rules? (Qu. 45)

1r 11 B 1 No, unspecified.

VII B 2 Yes, unspecified.

VII B 3 Yes, clever, sneaky, sly devious, underhanded, "smart" people
get away with it.

VII B 4 Yes, the intelligent, educated, experienced ones get away with it.

VII B 5 Yes, the lucky ones get away with it (due to chance).

VII 8 6 Yes, the innocent, not responsible (i.e. little children) get away
with it.

VII E. 7 Yes, favored, high status persons (i.e. teacher's pet) get away
with it.

VII B 8 Yes, when circumstances permit it; (e.g. lack of parental control,
when the rules are less strict, when authority does not enforce
rule, person caught but not punished).

VII B 9 DK

VII B 10 RNA

VII B 0 NR
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Do some adults get away with breaking rules? (Qu. 46)

VII.0 1 No, unspecified.

VII C 2 Yes, unspecified.

VII C 3 Yes, clever, sneaky, sly, devious, underhanded, "smart" people
get away with it.

VII C 4 Yes, the intelligent, educated, experienced ones get away with it.

VII C 5 Yes, the lucky ones get away with it (due to chance).

VII C 6 Yes, the innocent, not responsible (i.e. little children) get away
with it.

VII C 7 Yes, favored, high status persons (i.e. teacher's pet) get away
with it.

VII C 8 Yes, when circumstances permit it; (e.g. lack of parental control
when the rules are less strict, when authority does not enforce
rule, person caught but not punished).

VII C 9 DK

VII C 10 RNA

VII C 0 NR

Do girls get away with breaking rules
more than boys? (Qu. 43)

VII D 1 Boys and girls get away with it equally.

VII D 2 Boys get away with it more than girls.

VII D 3 Girls get away with it more than boys.

VII D 4 No

VII D 9 DK

VII D 10 RNA

VII 0 0 NR

Do children get away with breaking rules more
often than adults? (Qu. 47)

VII E 1 Adults and children get away with it equally.

VII E 2 Adults get away with it more than children.

VII E 3 Children get away with it more than adults.

VII E 4 No

VII E 9 DK

VII E 10 RNA



VIII. Which is Worst? (Question 74)
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Which is worst--to hit, steal from or say something bad
about a person?

(Note: Response is a rankingof the worst one)

VIII A 1 It is worst to hit another person.

VIII A 2 It is worst to steal from another person

VIII A 3 It is worst to say something bad about (malign or calumniate)
another person.

(If the child gives equal ranking to two responses,
record in categories below.)

VIII A 4 Responses 1 and 2 above.

V110 A 5 Responses 1 and 3 above.

VIII A 6 Responses 2 and 3 above.

VIII A 7 Responses 1, 2 and 3 are equal.

VIII A 9 DK

VIII A 10 RNA

V I I I A O NR



IX. Justice of Punishment (Questions 5051

Who is it worst for you to be punished by?
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IX A First choice: (if possible code the most important authority
figure below)

IX A 1 Father.

IX A 2 Mother

IX A :7' Teacher

IX A Policeman.

IX A 9 DK

IX A 10 RNA

IX A 0 NR

IX B Last choice: (if possible code the least important authority
figure below)

IX B 1 Father

IX B 2 Mother

IX B 3 Teacher

IX B L. Policeman

IX B 9 DK

IX B 10 RNA

IX B 0 NR
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Mho is it worst for you to punish? (Qu. 59)

IX C First choice:

IX C 1 Father

IX C 2 Mother

IX C 3 Teacher

IX C L. Policeman

IX C 9 DK

IX C 10 RNA

IX C 0 NR

IX D Last choice:

IX D 1 Father

IX D 2 Mother

IX D 3 Teacher

IX D L,. Policeman

IX D 9 DK

IX D 10 RNA

IX D 0 NR
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IX E Vhy is it worst to bc punished by person listed as first
choice in IX A? (Qu. 5,:a)

IX E 1 It is the person with the most power.

IX E 2 It is the person who gives the most severe punishment, is not

lenient, will not forgive you, will be insulted.

IX E 3 It is the person you love the most, feel most sorry.

IX E 4 It is the person you should respect the most, they are elder,
they are right.

IX E 5 It is the person related to you.

IX E 6 It is the person not related to you.

IX E 7 It Li the person who loves you, helps you, is responsible for you.

IX E 8, It gives a bad reputation to be punished by this person (is public,
embarrassing, shameful).

IX E 9 DK

IX E 10 RNA

IX E 0 NR

IX F Why is it least bad to be punished by person listed as last
choice in IX B? (Qu. 54a)

IX F 1 It is the person with the least power.

IX F 2 It is the person who gives the least severe purishment, is lenient,
will forgive you, will not be insulted.

IX F 3 it is the person you love the least, feel least sorry.

IX F It is the person you respect the least, they are not elder.

IX F 5 It is the person related to you.

IX F 6 It is the person not related to you.

IX F 7 It is the person who does not love you, does not help you, is
not responsible for you.

IX F 8 It does not give a bad reputation to be punished by this person
(it is private, not embarrassing, not shamful).

IX F 9 DK

IX F 10 RNA

IX F 0 NR
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IX G Why is it worst to punish person listed as first choice
in IX C? (Qu. 59a)

IX G 1 It is the person with the most power.

IX G 2 It is the person who gives the most severe punishment, is not
lenient, will not forgive you, will be insulted.

IX G 3 It is the person you love the most, feel most sorry.

IX G 4 It is the person you should respect the most, they are elder, they
are right.

IX G 5 it is the person related to you.

IX G 6 It is the person not related to you.

IX G 7 It is the person who loves you, helps you, is responsible for you.

IX G 8 It gives a bad reputation to punish this person (is public,
embarrassing, shameful).

IX G 9 DK

IX G 10 RNA

IX G 0 NR

IX H Why is it least bad to punish person listed as last choice in
IX D? (Qu. 59a)

IX H 1 It is the person with the least ptmer.

IX H 2 It is the person who gives the least severe punishment, is lenient,
will forgive you, will not be insulted.

IX H 3 It is the person you love the least, feel least sorry.

IX H It is the person you should respect the least, they are not elder.

IX H 5 It is the person related to you.

IX H 6 It is the person not related to you.

IX H 7 It is the person who does not love you, does not help you, is not
responsible for you.

IX H 8 It does not give a bad reputation to punish this person (is private,
not embarrassing,and not shameful).

IX H 9 DK

IX H 10 RNA

IX H 0 NR



FIGURE M-12

The PAR PNI Reliability Items

PAR

1. This is a father scolding his son.
(1)

2. This is a girl hitting a boy.

(2.)

3.A This is a (male) teacher scolding a boy, or
B This is a (female) teacher scolding a boy.

(3)

4. This is a policeman scolding a boy.
(5)

5.A This is a girl scolding a (male) teacher, or
B This is a girl scolding a (female) teacher.

(17)

6. This is a girl scolding a policeman.
(21)

7. This is a mother hitting her son.
(22)

8. This is a girl scolding her mother.
(25)

9. This is a girl scolding another girl.
(28)

PNI

1. Who are you?
(1)

2. Who obeys the teacher?
(14)

3. Who makes fun of the teacher (by mimicking the teacher or calling
names)?

(16)



Figure M-12 continued

4. Who fights back if someone hits them first?
(18)

5. Who disturbs the class while the teacher is giving the lesson
(by making noise or getting up and walking around)?

(19)

6. Who gets along with (other) children?
(20)
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Introduction

The present study is unique in Denmark with respect to the way
several aspects of the same mode of behavior have been studied for
groups of children with the exposition of these ti a projective
technique, primarily known from studies within clinical settings,
and with respect to the fact that these findings were related to the
overt behavior of the children in the classrooms.

The rationale of the technique used has been described by
others, (Hess, 1969), and a description of the Danish sample has
been given elsewhere, (Skyum-Nielsen, 1969).

It must be remembered that there were difficulties obtaining
the sample needed in the study - 400 children from each of the SES -
levels concerned in the study. The Danish investigation had to be
carried out in 65 classrooms at 13 schools to obtain the data. It

was not possible to obtain pure SES 1 or SES 2 classrooms, and the
children from the two SES came from classrooms, where the background
of the children varied somewhat.

In the study, the SES was merely a description of the family's
occupational level, than of the socio-economic background of the
child, taken in a wider sense, which includes possible influences
from school and friends in the neighborhood. People on the same
SES-level live mostly in the same quarters of town, and send their
children to the same sort of schools, as differences in living
conditions and housing are most often a luestion of money, and
thereby socio-economic level. In Copenhagen, where the Danish
study was carried out, however, a housing shortage combined with
slum clearance has had the effect that people normally counted in
SES 1 by the occupational level of the parents, are living in dis-
tricts with prevailing SES 2 dominance, and vice versa. Because
of this, the SES composition of the classrooms is very often rather
heterogeneous, and discussion of the possible influence from SES on
children in she same classroom is, then, more a discussion of a dif-
ference in the parents' occupational level than a discussion of a
difference in the total (better or worse) socio-economic background
of the children, which also involves influences from school, friends
and neighborhood.

But in the study, SES differences are found in the children's
view on aggression, despite the rather heterogeneous composition
of the classes comprising the study. In the other part of the
Compliance-study, reported elsewhere, it was written that

'the leveling of former days' social contrast in our
society is reflected, among other things, in this
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situation where norms and values from the various groups
meet in the classroom, and where children from different
social levels influence each other. It is, therefore, no
surprise that significant differences by social status do
not occur very often in the Danish part of the study'

(Skyum-Nielsen, 1969).

To the author it was a surprise that they appeared in the study at
all, despite the efforts of the Danish society during this century
to diminish and obliterate any lingering differences between the
social classes from former days.

The children in the Danish study were not familiar with test-
taking. Lesser, who conducted another cross-national study in Den-
mark, wrote in his report of this study,

'American subjects of almost every age have considerable
exposure to tests, interviews, pools and surveys. Al-
though members of other societies have experiences these
procedures, they are often not as common or routine.
Differential familiarity in test-taking may be reflected
in many ways, for example: in differences in comprehension
of instructions and the questions themselves, in the abil-
ity to sustain pressures or anxiety created by the proce-
dure, and so forth. A fundemental problem is that the
exact effects of unfamiliarity are not known and thus,
control cannot be exercised. Certainly, the researcher
must be aware that a subject to whom tests or interviews
are unfamiliar or totally alien may assign very differ-
ent meanings to the research situation than the investi-
gator intends or than subjects in another culture would
assign to it' (Kindel et al., 1968).

In the PAR instrument, children were shown 28 pictures of
aggressive dyads, and were asked to rate each dyad twice. The

children were told in the instruction, that the first rating
'will be the one where you tell me about the wrongness of the
first person I ask about', and the second would be the rating of
the wrongness of the second person. And later on in the instruc-
tion, they were told to rate according 'to how wrong you think
the person in the picture is'. The children were then shown the
pictures, and after a short description of them they were asked
'How wrong is the aggv2ssorl and 'How wrong is the victim'.

The use of the word 'wrong' is, however, ambiguous. The
word has several denotations, among these some descriptive, i.e.,
'out of order', 'with incorrect result' and some evaluative,
i.e., 'contrary to law and morality', 'what is morally wrong',
'unjust treatment'. And these denotations have also several
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connotations, among those some both evaluative and descriptive,
i.e., 'in a unsuccessful or unfortunate way' (what has gone wrong
what has led to the government's fai1ure)'. It can be difficult
for an adult to judge between the different meanings, and so it
might also be difficult for children.

In translating a word from one language to another, it is
often impossible to find the exact similar denotation for the word
in both languages. Malmber, the Swedish linguist, writes

'Uhat does 'democracy' mean? tie know how differently
this concept is understood within different areas of
the modern world. Linguistically the 'correct' meaning
can, of course, not be defined. One interpretation of
the concept is as right or as wrong as any other. This
may serve as a final illustration of the fact that a
message is not transferred in its entirely only by a
literal rendering of the 'words' contained in it. There
is no doubt that numerous difficulties in human inter-
course - on the personal as well as on the political,
the religous, the scientific, and other levels - are
due only to lack of insight into the peculiarities of
linguistic structure and semantic analysis'. (Malm-
berg, 1963).

In translation of the word 'wrong' into Danish it was impos-
sible to find a word with exactly the same connotations as he

English 'wrong'. The word chosen, 'forkert', has several of the
same connotations as of the English word, but it has not so much
an evaluative connotation of 'wrong', as a more descriptive conno-
tation. The more evaluative connotation is, of course, also used,
but it is the opinion of consulted linguists that only with age
do children learn the difference between the two connotations of
the word 'forkert'. It is the opinion of the Danish author that
the children in the study often used the descriptive connotation
of the word 'wrong' instead of the evaluative. This impression
was fortified by the results from an unpublished study, conducted
among 57 students of Psychology and school-teachers. The students
were asked to report their own reactions to the uae of the word
chosen for the Danish study. These reports supported the author's
impression. However, was it possible to have chosen another word
than 'forkert' to translate 'wrong'? No word in Danish exists,
which has exactly the same meaning. Perhaps the word 'gait' in
Danish could have been used, - but the word 'forkert' was chosen.
Unfortunately, no studies exist in Denmark concerning the actual
use of the two words mentioned, to aid the researchers in avoid-
ing the use of a word, the understanding of which is unclear. To
most adults, the difference between the evaluative and the descrip-
tive connotation of the wording used in the present study is clear.
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The reason for choosing that word, 'forkert', was that the re-
searchers were unaware of the possible misunderstanding of this
word among children, were unaware of the developmental change in
the understanding of the concept of wrongness, which to the pre-
sent author apjears in the children's use of the seven-point
scale.

That the children in the Compliance study considered the PAR
instrument as the most difficult to respond to, was clearly the
impression of the instructors of the three instruments in the class-
rooms. This impression was reinforced by the responses of the
children to a questionnaire, administered in Denmark after the com-
pletion of the three instruments in the study. For each of the
instruments, the children were asked to indicate on 5-point scale
the degree to which each of the three instruments were perceived
as meaningful and as pleasant to answer.

The instructors of the instruments in the classrooms were at
the same time instructed to record any additional marked reactions
from the children in connection with the test-situation. On special
record sheets, noisy and boisterous behavior as well as open, aggres-
sive behavior were recorded during the test-situation, parallel with
the presentation of the instruments according to the indications of
the non-compliant children. These records concerned individual
children, but it was also noted if the classes as groups were re-
acting as a whole, i.e., with a kind of 'boiling' in connection
with certain questions, or with amusement or astonishment in con-
nection with others. Finally, the instructors were asked to esti-
mate on a 7-point scale how obliging the classes as a whole were
perceived to be in each of the test-sessions, (skyum-Nielsen, 1966).

In the instructors' records 5.5 per cent of the children are
recorded as showing remarkable behavior, mostly noisy, during the
presentation of the PAR instrument. 1.5 per cent of the children
are recorded as having shown aggressive behavior. These figures
seem to be too small compared wii.h the instructors' records of the
reaction of the classes as wholes. (Skyum-Nielsen, 1966).

The pictures giving the strongest reactions were: Girl
Scolding Teacher, Girl Scolding Policeman, Hoy Scolding Father,.
Father Hitting Daughter, and Girl Scolding Father. The differ-
ences between the age levels are not very marked, but in most
cases the 4th graders reacted more strongly than the 8th grach....s
did. The 6th graders reacted more like the 4th graders. Neither
are the differences between the two SES groups very marked. Most
often SES 2 chadren reacted more strongly than SES 1 children.

It should be emphazised that the differences mentioned
appear from the instructors' records of the behavior of the
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individual children and of the reactions from classes as whole. How
the children perceived the contents of the pictures, what they thought
about the figures involved in the situations there, 'is another mat-
ter', (Skyum-Nielsen, 1966).

The children, for each of the instruments, were asked to express
whether they perceived the instruments as meaningful or not on a 5-
point scale with a range from .1 'All the questions/pictures made
good sense' to 5 'Nearly all the questions/pictures did not make much
sense'. The children were also asked in a similar way to indicate
whether the instruments were pleasant or not. At the same time the
children were asked to report if they remembered any of the question/
pictures, which they found did not make much sense/found unpleasant.

The means of the responses for the three instruments on the
question on meaningfulness wore YIAPR 2.77, PAR 3.04, PNI 2.41. On

th' questions of pleasantness the means were YIAPR 2.61, PAR 2.63,
NiI 2.59. Skyum-Nielsen concludes

'Thi5 rouo,1 view seems to indicate that the PAR-instru-
ment 117.s been perceived by the children as less meaning-
ful th.n the two other, foremost more than the PNI-
instrument. However, corresponding differences concern-
ing the pleasantness-component do not occur' (Skyum-
Nielsen, 1966).

A similar conclusion can be reached, when analyzing the data
from the reliability study of the PAR-instrument. For both the
rltings, aggressor's and victim's, the average percentage agree-
ment of the -.terns for the Danish study was the lowest in the total
study, and aithough these results can be partly explai.:d by the
fact, that the author suspects some of the children in the relia
bility study obstructed thit part of the study, this very obstruc-
tion indicates together with the low percentage of agreement the
discomfort caused by this particular instrument.
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Effect of Status

The Danish data confirmed the hypotheses concerning the re-
sults of the aggressor ratings. Adult aggression towards a child
was seen as least wrong, child aggression towards an adult as most
wrong. Child aggression towards other children was rated on the
neutral position of the scale "Not at all wrong" - "Absolutely
wrong". There were large differences in aggressor ratings among
the three groups of persons involved, a difference which was main-
tained across grade levels, (see Figure P12 SES).

Compared with a child, an adult has a higher ascribed status,
which justifies such a higher status adult exercising power over
a lower status child. The responses from the children suggested
that the children did recognize the higher status of the adult.
If in the dyad the aggressor was of high status, the aggressor
was seen as less wrong whereas a low status aggressor was seen
as most wrong.

For the rating of the victim, the results were more complex,
The rank order hypothesis was not confirmed at any grade level.
The youngest children saw the low status victim, i,e., the child
being attacked by an adult, as most wrong; but the older children
saw the high status adult victim as more wrong than the low status,
child victim. By age, the children also saw the low status, child
victim in the dyad with the high status, adult aggressor, as less
wrong than in the situation of an equal status dyad. The young
child seemed to be status orientated and more accepting of the
higher status of adults. A low status person is not supposed to
be aggressive towards a person of a high status, and when that
situation occurs the high status victim is not as wrong as the
low status person who is verbally or physically attacked by a
high status person, (see Figure P16 SES).

The Danish children did not accept every aggressive act per-
formed by an adult as justified aad right, but with increasing
age they demonstrated a pattern of rejection of adult authority
and thus asserted their own independence. In a study by Kandel
et al. (Kandel et al., 1963) on the relations between adolescents
and their peers, school and family in the United States and Den-
mark, it was seen that the adolescents in the study reacted dif-
ferently in the two countries to the questions on parental author-
ity and adolescent independence. In a later work, the principal
investigator of that study, Lesser, summarized some of the results
of the issues studied, and wrote on becoming independents

"A most striking cross-cultural difference appears
on the issue of adolescent independence. Danish
adolescents have a strong subjective sense of their
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independence from family influence: they feel more
frequently than do tie Americans that they would
disregard their parents' wishes about not seeing
friends, that their opinions are different from
those of their parents, that they are being treated
like adults by their parents, and get sufficient
freedom from their parents. In contrast to the
Danes, American adolescents appear unable to behave
according to their parents' wishes unless their par-
ents have clear and specific rules for them. These
findings, thus, do not support the wide-spread be-
lief that American adolescents act independently and
are encouraged by their parents to be independent at
an earlier age than are Europeans." (Lesser & Kandel,
1969).

There are some differences between that study and ours. In

Kande' & Lesser's population, the children were 8th - 11th graders,
in ours, 4th, 6th, and 8th graders. Age, however, did not dras-
tically influence Kandel's and Lesser's results.

A. Age Differences

The only significant age difference is the rating of the
wrongness of the aggressor was found in the index Child Attacking
Child where there was a decrease in perceived wrongness with in-
creasing age, following a linear progression, (see Table P12).

For victim's ratings, there was a significant age change for
two status relationships, Adult Attacking Child and Child Attack-
ing Adult, (see Table P16).

For the adult attacking child dyads there was a significant
decrease in the victim's wrongness following a striking linear
progression. For the child attacking adults there was a curvi-
linear relationship with an extreme increase in the wrongness of
the victim from grades 4 to 6 and a slighter increase in the per-
ceived wrongness from grades 6 to 8. For the third index, Chil-
dren Attacking Children, no significant difference with age was
found.

The results of the age ratings from the Danish sample can
be interpreted as showing an increasing tendency to see the ag-
gressor and the victim in three different aggressive situations
as equal in wrongness; if an aggressive situation arises it is
the fault of both the aggressor And the victim. If a child at-
tacks an adult, it is very wrong. But it is also very wrong of
the adult to be involved in such a situation. The adult
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aggressor is not rated as being very wrong by the children, since
adul.ts have always been justified in attacking children, but w.,th
age there occurs an increasing tendency to see the child victim as
not entirely wrong either. It is the role of a child to be attacked
by adults, and it is not felt to be very wrong of the child to be
in this situation.

Both the aggressor and the victim in child to child aggression
ware by age reported to be neither absolutely wrong, nor not al
wrong, but morally neutral.

B. Sex Differences

Significant differences by sex were found for the aggressor's
ratings on the index Child Attacking Adult, and Child Attacking
Child, (see Table P12). From Figure P12 SEX girls report the child
aggressor as more wrong than do boys. An explanation might be
found in the traditional roles of the two sexes. Girls seem to
have a different attitude towards aggression than boys have, at
least when it is another child who is the aggressor. This might
have a connection with the traditional roles of the two sexes,
girls being expected to be less belligerent than boys.

No significant differences by sex were found for the victim's
ratings, (see Figure P12 SEX and Figure P16 SEX).

C. SES Differences

Significant differences are found for the index Adult Attack-
ing Child, by social class, both for the aggressor's ratings, and
for the victim's ratings. The higher SES child rated the adult's
aggression as more wrong than did the lower SES child, except for
the 8th grade children, where the difference was not significant,
(see Figure P12 SES).

For the victim's ratings, the lower SES children rated the
victim, the child, in adult to child aggression as more wrong than
did the higher SES children, (see Figure P16 SOS).

This significant difference between the social classes can
be interpreted in the following way, the child from the higher
SES does not accept the aggression of the adult as justified by
his status to the same extent as the child from the lower SES
does.

No significant difference by SES was found for the two
other indices.
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D. Interview Data

The question of whether rules and laws are the same for adults
and children was put to the children in the interview-sample.

Some confusion occurred concerning the use of the word "rules".
It is the impression of the Danish researcher that his might be due
to the difficulty in understanding the concept "rule". In Danish,
the word "rule" is perhaps used more in connection with traffic-
regulations and with games of one kind or another. When asked what
a rule is, 23 of the Danish sample of 58 made a general statement,
most of them using the phrase "something you have to follow", which
indicated a rather vague idea of the concept of a rule. When asked
about the difference between a rule and a law, half of the children
said, there was a difference, but they were not able to explain this
difference. There was a difference with age in the ability to dis-
tinguish more exactly between a law and a rule.

Of course, rules do exist in Denmark. But perhaps they are
not recognized as rules, more as a pattern one has to follow. In

the study of Kandel et_al. (1968) it was discussed whether or not
the difference in the answers of the adolescents from the two
societies, U.S.A.'s and Denmark's, regarding the number of rules
in the family, was an artifact resulting from the nature of the
miles included in the provided check-list. But it was concluded
that the observed cross-cultural differences persisted nevertheless,
and to the authors the data suggested:

"very different patterns of adolescent socialization
in each of the countries, patterns which could perhaps
be summarized as external constraints versus internalized
norms. In the United States, the parent needs to enforce
specific rules in order to ensure that tim., adolescent will
continue to do what is expected of him. If there are no
rules, the adolescent is likely to engage in the disap-
proved behavior. In Denmark, the majority of adolescents
appear to have internalized their parents' wishes and to
be able to behave in the approved fashion without any
further external constraints. Rules are instituted in
those cases in which Danish adolescents do not yet do what
is expected of them". (Kandel et al., 1968).

To the questions asked to find out the children's beliefs
concerning the generality and consistency of rules and laws for
adults and children, a majority of the children (43 out of 58)
said that there are some rules which are different for adults
and for children. The responses were the same over all age, sex,
and SES groups. Ten children maintained that rules are the same,
but enforcement of the rules depends on age (see Table IVB and
Table IVG).
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The children'3 views on the inevitability of detection in the
case of rule breaking (?Does someone, who breaks a rule, always get
caught?, were, that a majority of the children gave an unqualified
answer 'no' (32 out of 58) and 15 of Lhe children answered 'some-
times'. Only 8 of the children gave an answer 'nearly always', and
none of the children believed that rule violating behavior was in-
evitably detected. Response to this item was not substantially af-
fected by the children's age, sex or SES. It is, however, a tempt-
ing explanation to the high proportion of unqualified answers 'no'
to say, that the reason for this was, either, that the coders did
not code accurately, or, that the children could not consider rule-
breaking as a serious matter, mostly due to their possible confus-
ion as to the content of the word 'rule', so that they could not
think of anything to say to qualify their responses. (See Table
VITA).

When asked whether there were differences in the detection of
rule-breaking behavior, the majority of children (46 out of 58) said
that some adults get away with breaking the rules, but a majority of
these 46 children (26) added that only when the circumstances permit
it. There was also a difference according to age; the youngest chil-
dren most often gave the answer 'yes' without any qualifications.
Only three of the youngest children from the lowest SES said that no
adults get away with rule-breaking behavior (see Table VIIC).

Regarding the rule-breaking behavior of children, the children
believed most often (55 out of 58) that children get away with vio-
lations of rules. Here again, by age the children tried to give
some specifications to the circumstances of the inevitability of
detection. It was the younger children, who gave the unqualified
answer 'yes' or 'no' (see Table VIIB).

A majority of the children (36 out of 58) answered realisti-
cally to the question of whether children get away with breaking
rules more often than adults. These realistic answers were given
more often by children from the higher SES than from the lower,
and more often by younger children than by older. By contrast,
the answer that adults get away with breaking rules more often
than children was given by 10 of the sample without any influence
by sex, SES or age. Of the 6 children who believed that adults
and children get away with rule-violating behavior equally, 5
were from the lower SES (see Table VIIE).

The findings suggest that the Danish children had a realis-
tic perception and understanding of the differences in society
caused by status. Rules are different for children and for adults.
The fact that the children said so often that someone who breaks
a rule does not always get caught suggests either that the children
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had the belief, that the rule-enforcing system is very weak in Denmark,
or that the children perceived the crucial word 'rules' differently
than was intended by the researchers, or at least inconsistently with-
in the interview-sessions.

The findings do suggest to the author that the children had some
vague ideas as to the concept of 'rules'. Their perception of society
made them say that this concept 'rule' mist be different for children
and adults, but their vague concept of 'rule' itself made them say
that rules are not very serious and so one can often get away with
breaking these 'rules'.

These findings do support the findings of Kandel et al. (1968)
concerning the pattern of socialization through internalized norms.
The children seem to behave in a way that does not demand external
constraints, rules, which does in turn suggest the vagueness of
their idea of the concept 'rule'.

Effect of Status and Role

The data were analyzed in terms of different status roles, in-
volving parents, teachers, and policemen scolding children and being
scolded by them. Also, the situation of children scolding children
was introduced into the comparison.

It was found as predicted that children scolding adults was
considered a worse situation than adults scolding children. Al-
though the hypothesis concerning the rank order of the aggressors
scolding children was not confirmed, the rank order was stable
across all grade levels. The pair with equal status, children
scolding children, were rated clearly between the dichotomous
groupings of adults scolding children and children scolding adults
of different roes.

It was predicted that the rank order of aggressors scolding
children would be, from most to least wrong, children, policemen,
teachers, and parents. It was found, however, that the rank order
was children, teachers, parents, and policemen (see Table PIO).

The rank order of children scolding differed from the predic-
tion. Children scolding policemen ranked highest in wrongness,
followed by children scolding parents, then teachers. As expected,
children engaged in scolding other children were felt to be least
wrong in these aggressive dyads.

It is in some way interesting to see confirmed the findings
from the lIAPR, as regards the perceived role of the policeman
and the parents. The policeman was reported to be more helpful
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than the parents throughout the grades, and regardless of sex and
SES. And here in the PAR, aggression from a policeman is rated
as least wrong, and aggression towards the policeman is rated as
most wrong. An explanation may be that children are only involved
in aggression with the police, when the correction from the police
is felt to be justified. It may be questioned whether or not the
area of authority of policemen, teachers, and parents are suitable
for direct comparisons as done in this study. Parents exert the
broadest and also the most diffuse kind of authority, whereas the
policeman's field of authority is seen as being more restricted.
lt is as if the children saw the aggressive act towards and from
the policeman as an act within his field of authority, which is
rather strictly limited, and where his authority is moreover felt
to be justified. The parents' field of authority is only slightly
limited, and the exercise of parental authority is not felt to be
justified for the whole field.

We find a big gap between the children's ratings of Adults
Scolding Children and Children Scolding Children. A child scolding
another child is felt to be something neither very wrong, nor very
right. Especially, the older children tended to use relatively
neutral ratings when rating the wrongness of the scolding child.
This may be interpreted as meaning that children do not perceive
verbal aggression towards each other as a serious matter.

In terms of wrongness of the victim's ratings, the predicted
rank order was found only for the youngest children. For the older
children, a clear trend to see the adult victims as very wrong re-
gardless of their role was evidenced in grade 6. The differences
in the wrongness of children being scolded by adults of different
roles tends to be eliminated with increasing age.

The most remarkable trend in the data was the reversal in the
rank order of the victim's wrongness from grades 4 to 8. The young-
est children rated children being scolded by adults as most wrong.
The older children, however, rated adult victims as the most wrong.
Previously, the feeling of independence of Danish children was men-
tioned. This feeling of independence might have influenced the
children's response on the wrongness of the adult authorities as
victims. The children feel their own equality with the adults,
and in aggressive situations the adult victims are also to blame,
and the child victims not so guilty.

A. Age Differences

or the 6th and 8th grades it was found that the situation
of adults being scolded by children was worse than that of chil-
dren being scolded by adults. The identity of the adult, parents,
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teacher, or policeman, does not influence the view that an adult
who is scolded by a child has put himself in an embarrassing situa-
tion, and that the adult is not without guilt in the aggression.
This view is accentuated with age.

Considering the mean ratings given by the 8th grade children
for the wrongness of the child as victim in the adult-child aggres-
sion dyad, it is interesting to see that these means are all in the
middle of the scale. The child as victim is felt to be neither
wrong nor not-wrong.

B. Sex Differences

The girls rated the aggressor as more wrong than boys did as
suggested by the status analysis. This seems to be consistent with
the less belligerent role of girls. It can also be argued that g:rls
are more authoritarian than boys, since sex differences are only
found when it is a child in the role as aggressor. That the ratings
of the girls might be interpreted as an authoritarian trend is shown
by the lack of sex differences when it is an adult who is the aggres-
sor towards children. (See Table P10).

For the victim's ratings, no differences by sex were found.
(See Table P14).

C. SES Differences

For aggressor indices no significant SES difference was found.
For victim indices SES differences were found in the ratings of all
the indices depicting adults scolding children. In all the indices
the child from the lower SES rated the child as more wrong than the
child from the higher SES,

A tempting explanation is that the children from the higher
SES do not consider adults as very authoritarian persons, having
no faults, but see adults more as human beings who can be mistaken,
also when engaged in scolding a child. Undoubtedly the child from
the higher SES has closer connections with adults, knows them bet-
ter than the child from the lower SES does, who in some way con-
siders the adults as remote persons whose acts are fair. For if
the higher SES children saw adults as fair and righteous, they
would probably rate the victims in the situation when adults are
scolding children as more wrong, as did the children from the
lower SES.

It was the overall impression from the schools participating
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in the study that the schools in the higher SES part of the town
were better than the schools in the other districts. Not only were
they better with respect to physical surroundings, but also the
atmosphere between the children and the adults, the teachers, was
more frank and direct; the children engaged in more open discus-
sions with their teachers, than in the main part of the schools in
the lower SES districts. This might be due to differences in the
composition of staff of teachers or of background of the pupils.

But this open atmosphere is probably one of the reasons for
the significant differences in the ratings of the wrongness of the
victims in the indices of Adults Scolding Children. The lower SES
child does not know the adults as well as the higher SES child and
does not know that adults can also be mistaken when scolding chil-
dren. Therlfore, the lower SES child rated the victim in adult ag-
gression as more wrong than did the higher SES child, who knows that
adults might not always be justified in their aggression towards
children.

D. Interview Data

The children who participated in the interviews, were asked
which rules were different for adults and for children, and which
were the same. A majority of the responses (63 of 97) given by
the children (58) was connected with rules of community, city, and
government It must be remembered that the children's awareness
and knowledge of rules of community, city and government were per-
haps not always expressed in a fashion that calls for such cate-
gories, but were expressed in more common language, for example:
'you cannot get a driver's license before you are 18'.

Of this majority of responses concerning rules of community,
etc., a majority (37) expressed the opinion, that rules were the
same for adults and children, the remainder (26) that they were not.
More girls (21 of 31 giving this response) than boys (16 of 32)
said that rules were the same. There was no difference by SES, but
by age, there was a trend to say that rules are not the same; there
was no similar trend by age to say that rules actually differ.

Family rules were mentioned by 20 children, of whom 17 said
that family rules differ for adults and children. These rules were
mostly mentioned by girls (15), and of the girls, a majority (12)
said that rules were different for adults and for children ('Adult
have to do the cleaning'). No boys said that rules were the sarae
for the two age groups. By age, there was a trend not to say, that
'family rules differ'.

Serious rules, concerning for example murder, were classified
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as being the same for children and adult, by 6 children (5 boys, 4
higher SES and 4 8th graders). (Sec Interview Tables IVI) and
Table IVE).

When the children were asked who could make them obey, they
gave the following figures, in order of rank: Mother (55), Father

(52), Teacher (51), Police (34), 'Others' (9), Relatives and "Govern-
ment Officials' equally (5), and finally 7 children mentioned 'other
children'. For the first three figures representing adults in home
and school, no differences were seen due to age :Ind sex. For the
Teacher, however, some differences in the children's views came up,
in the responses of the two SES groups. The childrcr from the lower
SES mentioned teachers as often as mothers (29) as person; who could
make them obey, and fathers (25) less often than teachers. This
might be explained by the fact that children from the lower SFS live
more often in a family dithout a stable father-figure, and the mother
together with the school are the children's primary educators.

More than half of the children (34) said that the police can
make them obey. However, there were sane difference= in the per-
ception of the role of the police in getting children to obey, due
to development, sex and SES. With age, the children abandoned the
view that police were able to make children obey. Most of the young-
est children (17 of 21) perceived the police as an authority, that
has to be followed, but with age, an inc .acing tendency to see the
police as an authority with a restricted area of competence arose
among the children. Of the oldest children, only a third (6 of 17)
mentioned a policeman as someone, who can mace children obey. The
image of the police also changed from girl:; to boys, the latter
being more convinced of the power of nolice to make someone obey
than the girls.

Less than half of the girls mentioned policemen (15 of 32),
whereas three quarter' of the boys did so (19 at 26).

Relatives and Government Officials did rot sec to have much
power to make children obey; each were mentioned by 5 children.
The relatives were mentioned by girl; only 4 of whom came from
the lower SES. Government Officials constituted a rather vague
concept for the children, at least in regcrd to making the children
obey. It is very seldom, if ever, that children meet governmental
officials who demand obedience from them in the same way that obe-
dience is demanded by parents and police. (See Interview Table
VIA).

Responses concerning those who cannot make children obey,
were sparse, in the categories used, and only 'strangers' got more
than five responses. Half of the children mentioned these 'strang-
ers' (28), nearly equally divided between the sexes and SES. It
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was characteristic that 'bad neople were mentioned only by the
younger children, and 'thole with no authority' by the older, al-
though the number of resnonses given by the children were very
small (4 and 3).

The children were asked, for which of the figures 'Father',
'Mother', 'Teacher' and 'Policeman' it would be worst to be pun-
isheri by; to indicate the reason why; and finally, to rate these
figures according to severity of punishment. Two-thirds of the
children mentioned the policeman, boys and girls equally, lower
SES children a little more than higher SES children, and the
youngest children more often than the older. The rank-order was
father, mother and teachor. Nearly half of the children mentioned
the teacher 31 the last person of the four in luestion, (see Inter-
view Tables IXA and IXB).

The explanations given by the children for their first choice -
the table; do not relate the chosen figure with the given explana-
tion - were mostly in punitive terms. Only two children gave rea-
son in socio-emotionll terns ('Yo' would go around thinking, that
now they ('the parents') know, what you have done, etc.'). Two
categories were choacr. for coding the punitive terms, 'It is the
person with must power', and 'It is the person who gives most se-
vere punishment'. The children's answers were more often coded in
the category 'severe punishment' (24) than in the other, 'most
onwer' (14). The children did not often mention corporal punish-
ment in their responses; the following few examples arc typical
for the Danish children: (Police) 'he can fine me, and so on',
kTeachers) '..they make a lot out of it..', (Father) '..he is
sort of more severe..'. It can be lucstioned whether or not there
was any difference at all between 'have most power' and 'gives most
severe nunishment'; 'to have most power' does in fact imply that
the person with the most power can also give the most sever pun-
ishment and what_ eylrtly the children meant in their responses,
was unclear, not caly because of the coding, but also because of
the type of luestions.

Furthermore, the category 'severe punishment' was defined in
the codebook is follow; 'Is the person who gives the most severe
punishment, is not lenient, will not forgive you, will be insulted'.
To the author, 'Lc) give wvere punishment' i something other than
'to be insulted'. In the first case, the concern of the respondent
is for himself, in the second, for someone else, the person, that
will be insulted. That someone can possibly be insulted by an act
against him can never be considered as 1 kind of a punishment for
the person, who is insulting him.

In the children's responses, .t difference due to SES was seen
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in he category 'most power', where more lower SES children (1,)
the, higher SES children (2) gave that response; a difference due to
agt .level in the category 'severe punishment' was also seen, where
mo-, than half of the youngest children (12 out of 21) as compared
wi the oldest children (only 4 out of 17) gave reasons for their
fi-,t choice of the worst punisher, that could be coded in the
' severe punishment' category, (see Interview Tables IXA, IXB, and

The children were also asked the question, 'Who is it worst
for you to punish, a father, a mother, a teacher or a policeman?',
and asked to indicate their reasons, and finally, to rank the per-
sons mentioned. This question appeared to be rather abstract to
the children, and they were reluctant to answer it. The inter-
viewers had to probe to get answers; this can be stun from the
transcripts of the tape-recorded interviews. More children were
unable to give an answer to these questions than to the questions
concerning the 'punished by' concept.

According to the responses of all the children, the mother
was the person whom it would be worst to punish (26), followed by
the father (18), the policeman (16) and then the teacher (1). The
reasons the children gave for their first choices were a little more
varied than the reasons given in the questions concerning the 'pun-
ished by' person. More often, explanations were used, that were
later coded in socio-emotional terms, such as 'it is the person you
love most' (7), 'it is a relative' (10), and fewer explanations in-
volving punitive terms were used, (13 of 33 responses vs. 38 of 42
responses in the 'punished by' question).

In the children's responses, it was clear, that there was a
developmental as well as a socio-economic difference, in the per-
ception of the four different figures in question. With increas-
ing age, the children understood, that punishment could have several
forms, and that there were differences in the punishments given by
different adult figures, and when punishing these adults, there were
also great differences. Policemen could give the most severe punish-
ments - perhaps not the policemen themselves, but the system they
were representing - severe in punitive terms, so they had to be
avoided, because the punishment they could give could hurt. With
age, however, the children recognized policemen as more distant
figures, whose punishment did hurt - but did not hurt as much as
the punishment of a mother and to a certain degree, also a father -
because you are attached with stronger emotional strings to your
pirents than to a policeman.

The mother was mentioned as the person whom it is worst to
punish, by a fifth of the youngest children (4 out of 21), but
in grades 6 and 8, by three-fifths (12 out of 20 and 10 out of
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17, respectively). This shift was a clear indication to the author
of the difference in the perception of the mother's role. A shift
in the perceived role of the policeman was also seen, as the young-
est children mentioned this figure most often, as the one whom it
is worst to punish (10 out of 21). In grade 6, the role of the
policeman shifted, and the policeman was only mentioned by a fourth
of the children (5) and in grade 8, only one child mentioned this
figure as the person, whom it is worst for a child to Punish.

A difference by SES was also seen, where the children from the
lower SES responded through all the figures (except the teacher -
who was only mentioned by one child) more in terms of the punitive
roles of these figures than in terms of their socio-emotional roles.
It as if the children from the lower SES - like the youngest
children from both groups - had a greater fear of than an emotional
attachment to the different figures.

In conclusion, the judgements of the Danish children on inter-
personal aggression were not determined only by the relative age
status of the aggressors and victims, but also and to a greater
degree by the role of the persons involved in the aggressive situa-
tion. The children from the higher SES did to a higher degree dis-
tinguish between the roles of the authority figures aound them than
the children from the lower SES did. Uith age, the dim world of
cohesive adult authority wrs replaced by a clearer view of the dif-
ferent roles for the different authority figures.

Effect of Action

In the instrument used, two different aggressive acts were
depicted between identical dyads, for the figures parents and chil-
dren, which allowed comparisons between these two aggressive acts,
hitting and scolding. Although physical aggression might still be
seen also between children and policemen and children and teachers,
though rarely and not permitted, and although reports appear from
time to time that children use physical aggression towards their
parents, the pictures of physical aggression show only parents
hitting children and children hitting other children.

As predicted, the hitting aggressor was judged to be worse
than the scolding aggressor in both the parent-to-child and child-
to-child dyads. In both instances, aggressors using physical ag-
gression were judged to be more wrong than aggressors using verbal
aggression. (See Table P10).

For the victims of the aggression, it was predicted that the
victims of a peer's physical aggression would be judged to be more
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wrong thin the victims of a peer's scolding. This was also found
in the Danish sample, cycept for the ratings of the youngest chil-
dren, where the victims being scolded were judged to be slightly
more wrong than the victims being hit. (See Table P14).

The more remarkable trend here is the lack of difference be-
tween the rating of the wrongness of the victim of the two aggres-
sive acts. The children's ratings are centered round the rather
neutral responses. The aggressive act from another child is to be
expected, with or without cause. The aggressive action can be ver-
bal or physical, the victim is neither to blame, nor praiseworthy.

A. Age Differences

Changes with age were seen in both indices of parental ag-
gression towards children. The effect of action was demonstrated
clearly in the responses. An increase in perceived wrongness was
seen to occur with an increase in age following a linear progres-
sion, at the items, depicting physical aggression from the parents.
For the verbal aggression from the parents the opposite was seen.
(See Table P10).

With increasing age, children demonstrated a significantly
lower acceptance of parental physical aggression. Also, with age,
the children demonstrated a significantly higher acceptance of
verbal aggression.

It is not surprising that as they got older the children
rated physical aggression from parents as unacceptable. In these
6th and 8th graders, the feeling of personal independence is grow-
ing rapidly, especially independance from the parents, and this
feeling is accelerated by plrents who still try to use physical
aggression, punishing older children the way they punish younger
ones.

At the same time, a greater acceptance of verbal aggression
from the parents is experienced with age. There can be seen a
decrease in the perceived wrongness with increasing age and this
follows a linear progression.

Parents are not tolerated, when using physical aggression,
but they are accepted when using verbal. Verbal aggression is
not felt to be as wrong as physical aggression, especially when
it comes from parents. It may also be that children perceive
verbal aggression from the parents as justified, parental scold-
ing having in many children's view the connotation of punishment
in connection with the up-bringing process. And the children do
acknowledge the parents' authority in this process.
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At tha same time, linked with the greater acceptance of
verbal aggression from the parents, a greater deprication about
the parental scolding grows. Victims of parental scolding are
by age significantly seen es less wrong, following a decreasing
linear progression.

For the index Child Attacking Child, differences were found
varying with the action depicted. The children rated physical ag-
gression between children as more wrong than verbal aggression.

The victims in a child-to-child aggression were also judged
differently depending upon the situation. In both cases of physi-
cal and verbal aggression, the ratings of the children were rela-
tively neutral. The victims were perceived to be neither right,
nor wrong. However, an increasing tendency was seen by age to
rate the victim of physical aggression as more wrong than the vic-
tim of a verbal aggression. (See Table P14).

By age an increasing tendency occurs among children to see
faults on both sides. The aggressor is seen as less wrong - but
still most wrong, when using physical force - and the victim is
seen as less right, especially victims in physical fights.

It is not accepted to use physical force. Neither is it
accepted to have deserved physical aggression.

B. Sex Differences

No significant differences in the ratings of the two sorts
of agz>ressive actions were found between the sexes, neither for
the agvessor's, nor for the 1,_ctim's ratings.

C. SES Differences

The effect of action was demonstrated in the differences in
the ratings of the children from the two SES groups. No signifi-
cant differences between the two groups were found in the ratings
of items depicting verbal aggression, but those depicting physical
aggression were judged to be worse by the higher SES group.

Physical aggression from pnrents or from children, was seen
to be worse than verbal aggression by the higher SES children,
across age, although the differences decreased by age. In the
oldest group no significant difference in the ratings were seen
for items depicting parental physical aggression.
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No significant differences were found between the two SES groups
in the ratings of verbal aggression from parents or from children.

No effect of action was see in the ratings of victim's wrong-
ness for rather SES group. (See Table P14).

Effect of Sex

Ratings for individual pictures were combined to the following
indices Males Attack Males, Males Attack Females, Females Attack
Males, and Females Attack Females, to see the impact of sex of the
aggressors and victims on the ratings of wrongness of both.

In the analysis of sex, the hypothesis regarding the aggressor
ratings was confirmed - female to female aggression was rated as
more wrong than male to male aggression. Furthermore, the aggres-

sors in male to female aggressions were rated as more wrong than

the aggressors in male to male aggressions. But the differences

were not si;uificant. Aid aggression directed at the opposite sex
was seen as more wrong than aggression towards the same sex. The

differences were greatest among the 4th grade children; at grades
6 and 8 the children found aggression within a sex nearly as wrong
as aggression towards the other sex. (See Table P11).

The victim's ratings only partly confirmed the hypothesis.
The male victim of a female aggressor was seen as worse than the
female victim of a female aggressor. But the female victim of a
male aggressor was not seen as worse than the male victim of a
male aggressor. Furthermore, the 6th grade child rated the vic-
tims as most wrong, for the victim in male to female aggression.
(See Table P15).

For both the aggressors and the victim's ratings the closeness
of the ratings makes interpretations or evaluations of the findings
tenuous. The wrongness ratings were much the same regardless of the
sex of the victim or the aggressor.

A. Age Differences

For the aggressor*s ratings no significant age differences
were found due to the effect of age in the children's ratings. For

the victim's rating a significant grade curvilinear difference was
found, the 6th graders rated the victim in female to male aggression
as more wrong than did the children in the other grades. The in-

crease in victim wrongness from grades 4 to 6 is greater than the
decrease from grades 6 to 8. (See Figures P11 and P15 Sex).
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The ratings for the aggressor wrongness were generally higher
than those for the victim wrongness but in the index Males Attacking
Males, where grades 4 and 8 rated aggressors and victims as equally
wrong.

B. Sex Differences

On all four indices significant differences of sex were found
for the aggressors ratings. (See Figure P11 Sex; Table 11).

The girls rated the aggressor more wrong than the boys did ex-
cept for the cases where the aggressor was female and the victim
male. Here the roles of the sexes can be seen. The boys who judged
the aggressors as less wrong than when the aggressor was male,
whether aggression was toward another male or towards a female, or
when the aggressive act was between two females, rated the aggressor
as more wrong than girls when she was a female attacking a male.

Traditionally, the male is the ruler of the society, includ-
i.ag the female. The female is the weaker person and is expected
to be obedient to her master. So, that the girls in our sample
judged aggression as something wrong, is to be expected. However,
when the aggressor is a female and the victim a male, the boys,
according to their role, have to rate this as very wrong.

In the victim ratings an interaction between sex and grade was
found for the indice3 Male Attacking Female (see Figure P15 Sex).
The boys did by age rate the female victim as less wrong, whereas
the girls by age rated the members of their own sex as increasing
in wrongness. In the lower grades girls rated the female victims
as less wrong than boys did and the oldest girls rated them as
more wrong than did the boys in the same grade. No other signi-
ficant sex differences were seen in the victims ratings.

C. SES Differences

There were found no significant social status differences.

D. Interview Data

The children in the interview sample were asked whether or
not rules were the s.nle for boys and girls. More than half of
the children (39) said that all rules are the same for boys and
girls, and the majority of the remainder (18) said that some rules
are the same.
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That all rules are the same, was an idea favored mostly by the
youngest children (15 of 21); the oldest children were a little more
skeptical (11 of 17). More girls than boys were also skeptical (23
of 32 vs. 19 of 26), and the same view was favored by the higher SES
children (20 of 28 vs. 19 of 30). In all cases, the differences
were small, although some were statistically significant, The author
does not want to draw too many conclusions from this matr:ril, es-
pecially since the tack of responses in the coding categories 'No
rules are the same' and 'Depends upon situation' is remarkable, and
suggests an error in coding more than the absence of answers.

When asked to qualify their answers, that some rules are the
same for both sexes, only 8 children were able to do so, of these
8, 6 mentioned family rules (dish-washing, etc.) (5 lower SES, 4
boys), and one girl's answer was coded in the category 'rules of
community, city, government' by saying, that males have to become
soldiers, but females do not, (see Interview Tables IVA and IVC).

When children were asked whether girls get away with breaking
rules more often than boys, nearly half of the sample (26) answered
that boys and girls get away with rule-breaking equally; an equal
number of the children said, that sex did make a difference; 13
children claimed that boys, 13 that girls escape detection more
often. There was a trend with increasing age to say that boys
and girls get away with breaking rules equally. The belief that
girls get away with rule-breaking more often than boys, was given
by nearly half of the children (9) in grade 4 (21), but only by one
child (of 17) in grade 8.

The opinion that boys and girls have equal chances to get
away with breaking rules, was more frequent among higher SES
children (15 vs. 11), and also more frequent among girls than
boys (15 vs. 11). The belief that boys get away more easily
with rule-breaking behavior was favored by girls (8 vs. 5) and
by lower SES children (9 vs. 4); the opposite opinion that girls
have the advantage in rule-breaking was favored by boys (9 vs. 4)
and by higher SES children (8 vs. 5). (See Table VIID).

To recapitulate, the responses to the interview questions
aimed at discovering whether or not the children thought there
was a difference in rules for both sexes indicated that there
was a trend to say that not all rules are the same. This view
was accentuated with increasing age and favored by higher SES
children and by girls, although only few children were able to
indicate their beliefs more specifically.

There was also a trend, increasing with age, to say that
both sexes set away equally with breaking rules, a view favored
by the higher SES children and girls.
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Effect of Sex and Role

An analysis of the single figure-pairs, composing the dif-
ferent indices, gave some further information and clarification
of the children's view of the wrongness of the single figures
involved.

A. Age Differences

For aggressor ratings on the Child Attacking Child there was
a significant decrease in perceived wrongness with increasing age.
This significant relationship, however, did not hold for all fig-
ure pairs within this grouping. For the figures involving girls
hitting no significant correlations were found between age and
the rating of wrongness of the aggressor, and for the figure Boy
Hitting Girl an increase in perceived wrongness with increasing
age was found. (See Table P9).

No significant relations between age and perceived wrongness
were found on the Adult Attacking Child index, but by analysing
the figures composing this index, some significant relationships
were found for the parent-figures. For the situations involving
parents hitting, a significant increase in perceived wrongness
was found with increasing age, except for the Father Hitting Son
figure, where a similar, non-significant increase was found. A
significant decrease in wrongness ratings with increasing age
is observed for the father scolding daughter picture. The same
relationship between the other figures of parents scolding chil-
dren is seen, though not significant. With increasing age, the
children accepted verbal aggression from the parents, but re-
jected the physical aggression. For the other figures in the
Adult Attacking index, policeman and teacher, no significant
correlations were found, but with increasing age an increasing
tendency to rate aggression of these figures as more wrong was
seen, especially among the 6th graders.

For the index Child Attack Adults, no significant relation-
ships between age and perceived wrongness were found, but a trend
to rate child aggression as less wrong with increasing age was
seen. The analysis by sinf,ie figures did not reveal any signifi-
cant correlation:, but a difference in the children's view of the
adults were seen. With increasing age it was considered to be
more wrong to scold parents, and less wrong to scold the non-
family members, i.e., teacher and policeman. (See Table P9).

Significant correlations were found between age and degree
of wrongness on the victim's ratings on the indices Adult Attack-
ing Child, and Child Attacking Adults, and the closer analysis by
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single figures did not reveal any difference from the general pat-
tern, found in the analysis by indices. Overall on the index Adult
Attacking Child, the victim children were seen as less wrong with
increasing age. Generally for the figures in the index, boys being
scolded by adults were seen as more wrong than girls, but when the
adult figure was the teacher, the girl victim was judged to be more
wrong than the boy. (See Table P13).

For the Child Attacking Adult index, the victim adults were
seen as more wrong with increasing age. An analysis by single
figures did not change the pattern from the analysis by the index.
There was a tendency to rate victims of boy's aggression as more
wrong than the victims of girl's aggression.

For the third index, Child Attacking Child, no significant
correlations between age and rating of wrongness were found and
an analysis by single figures did not change this result. (See

Table P13).

B. Sex Differences

Significant differences by sex on the aggressor's rating
were found on the indices where the child was the aggressor.
Girls rate the aggressor child as tore wrong than the boys. This
did not hold for all the single figures, however, for the figure
Girl Attacking Boy, the boys did rate the aggressor (the girl)
significantly more wrong than the girls. Significant differences
between the ratings by sex were, however, not found on all the
figures but where significant differences were absent, the dif-
ferences found did follow the pattern of the significant ones,
the girls rated the aggressors as more wrong than the boys did,
when a child was the aggressor.

For the index Adult Attacking Child, no significant differ-
ences by sex were found, but the analysis of individual pictures
did reveal a significant difference on the Father Scolding Daugh-
ter dyad, where the girls rated the aggressive father as more
wrong than the boys did. In all the figures a difference by sex
was seen, though not significant. The adults were judged to be
more wrong when aggressive towards a member of one's own sex
than when aggressive towards a member of the opposite sex.

No significant differences, by sex, were found on the vic-
tim's rating on the Status-Role dimensions. An analysis by the
single figures did reveal a significant difference on the Boy
Scolding Girl figure, where the victim girl was rated as more
wrong by the boys than by the girls. Overall, a difference by
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sex could be seen when the victim is a child; the ratings of the
degree of wrongness of the victim were less, when the victim was
a member of one's own sex. The same identification could not be
seen in the ratings of adult victims. For most of the figures,
the boys did rate the adult victim of children's aggression as
more wrong than did the girls.

On all four indices, sex differences were found on the rat-
ings of aggressor wrongness. The girls rated the wrongness of the
aggressor significantly more wrong, except when the aggressor was
male and the victim female, where the boys rated the aggressor as
more wrong. These overall significant sex differences did not
hold up for all dyads within each grouping, but only for the equal-
pairs dyads, where two children were attacking each other.

For victim wrongness, the figure analysis only revealed sig-
nificant sex differences on the Boy Scolding Girl dyad, where the
girls rated the wrongness of the victim as less than the boys did.
The opposite effect was seen, though not significant, for the Cirl
Scolding Boy dyad.

C. SES Differences

Significant differences by SES were found for both the agg-
ressor's and the victim's ratings for the index Adult Attacking
Child. The analysis by single pictures did not show any excep-
tions to these findings, i.e., that children from the higher SES
did rate adult aggression as more wrong than the children from
the lower SES, when the adult was a non-family member. Uhen the
adults were parents, however, a slight difference from this pat-
tern was seen. On the figures, where parents were scolding, the
parents were judged to be slightly more wrong by the lower SES
children than by the higher. This pattern did not hold for the
Parents Hitting figures where the higher SES children rated the
aggressive behavior of parents as more wrong than the lower SES
children, except for the oldest children rating the Mother Hit-
ting Son dyad, where the lower SES children rated the mother as
more wrong than did the higher SES children.

For the victim's ratings, the lower SES children generally
rated the child victims as more wrong in adult to child aggres-
sion than the higher SES children did. But, the analysis revealed
slight differences among the single figures. Over all the figures,
the pattern was the same, but the differences were not signifi-
cant for all the . Igures.

A significant SES difference was found on the picture Boy
Scolding Mother, where the higher SES children rated the victim
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as more wrong than did the tower SES children. This was the only
significant SES difference in the Child Scolding Adult pictures,
but in all the figures the same pattern could be seen, the adult
victim of children's aggression was judged to be more wrong by
the hither SES than by the lower SES children.

A significant SES difference was also found on two of the
figures composing the Child Attacking Child index, although no
significant difference was found for the index as a whole. The
differences were 'und on the figures, where girls were being
hit by other chit _en. The differences were in the pattern of
the other situations; the aggressor's were rated as more wrong
by the higher SES children than by the lower SES children.

No significant SES differences were found on the indices in
the sex dimensions, and the SES differences found for individual
figures did not suggest any sex dimension trends.

Summary

The Danish children considered the PAR to be the most dif-
ficult of the instruments in the study. Some difficulties in
the conceptualization of the instrument in the translation at
any rate has been shown. The use of the criteria for socio-
economic status have been discussed, and the use of social class
as 'a sub-cultural entity, without regard for the fundamental
difference in the condition of life of the different social clas-
ses' (Danziger, 1970) has also been discussed.

The major findings were, that the Danish children did dis-
tinguish between the status of childron and that of adults involved
in the aggressive situations depicted. But the children did not
accept every aggressive act performed by an adult as justified ar
se. With increasing age, the children developed a pattern of re-
jection of adult authority and thus asserted their own independence.

The Danish children showed an increasing tendency with age
to see the aggressor and the victim in the different situations as
equal in wrongness.

The girls in the study followed the expected role of girls
as being less belligerent than boys, and rated aggressive behavior
as more wrong than the boys did in most of the situations. The
boys also followed the traditional pattern of their sex, when fe-
males were aggressive towards male peers, they rejected the ag-
gressive behavior more strongly than the girls.
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The data from the interviews did suggest, that the children
had a realistic perception and understanding of the differences
in society caused by status and role. These data also suggest,
that the children have internalized the norms of the process of
socialization to a certain degree, and behave in a way, that does
not depend on too many external constraints.

!iith increasing age, the children demonstrated the view,
that an adult, who is scolded by a child, has put himself in an
embarrasing situation, and is not without guilt. Also, with in-
creasing age, the children accentuated the view, that the child
as a victim is neither wrong, nor right but morally neutral.

A difference was found between the ratings of the two SES
groups on all the indices where adults attacked children, the
children from the lower SES rated the child victims more wrong
than the children from the higher SES. An explanation has been
proposed, that the children from the higher SES do not consider
adults as authoritarian persons without faults, to the same degree
that the lower SES children do, because the children from the low-
er SES do not know adults as well as the children from the higher
SES. On the interviews, the children from the lower SES respondri
to the luestion on severty of punishment more in terms of the puni-
tive roles of the figures involved than in socio-emotional terms,
as the higher SES children did. It was, as if the children from
the lower SES - like the youngest children from both groups - had
a greater fear of an emotional attachment to the different figures
presented in the study.

The judgements of the Danish children on interpersonal ag-
gression were not determined coley by the relative status of the
aggressors and victims, but also by the role of the persons in-
volved in the aggressive situation. The children from the higher
SES distinguish between the roles of the authority figures around
them more sharply than the lower SES children did. However, for
all children the dim world of cohesive adult authority is replaced
by a clearer view of the different roles for the different author-
JO figures as they grow older.

The older children demonstrated a significantly lower accep-
tance of physical aggression from parents. At the same time these
older children show a greater tolerance of parental verbal aggres-
sion. Parents are not tolerated when using physical aggression,
but are accepted when their aggression is verbal. At the same
time this greater tolerance of verbal aggression from the parents
is accompanied by 3 decrease in judgements of the wrongness of
victims of parental scolding.
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Comparable effects are seen for child-to-child aggression,
greater acceptance occurred for an aggressive child using words,
than for an aggressive child using physical force. The victims
of aggression from peers were perceived as relatively neutral;
the victims of physical aggression, however, was rated as more
wrong than the victims of verbal aggression. The children demon-
strated therefore, that it is not acceptable either to use physi-
cal force, or to provoke it.

The view of the sexes also changed among the children as they
grew older. Uith increasing age, the children rated the female vic-
tim in aggressive situations less according to the stereotyped view
of females as the weaker and more innocent sex. This is perhaps die
to the new forms of contacts between the sexes the children are ac-
quiring around the age of 12-14, where the children find out, that
they can no longer regard representatives from the other sex as be-
longing to a strange and despised sort of beings, with whom no con-
nection is allowed by the members or by one's own sex.
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TABLE: PROBLEM TWELVE

SUMMARY MEANS AND SIAN:ARO DEVIAIIDNS FUR PAR INUICFS.

SUMMARY STA7C8 JCCBtie ANCVA PPOaLt;' 11, VARIABLES 13.
ITEM bOW IIRCNG 15 IbE 1AGGRLSSORI.

ACLU ATTACKING CHILD

AGGRESSOR RATING.

CHILD ATTACKING ADULT CHILD ATTAKC1NG CHILD

GRCI.P RERCRIEC

511015,519,5/1.5)5027e
529,543,587,549,545,553

N MEAN

517,541,543,549,551,
557,559,563

N MEAN S.U.

513,523,581,585,547,
555061,565

N MtAN S.D.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 280. 7.93 1.08 280. 5.44 1.38 280. 4.39 1.03
SES 1 161. 2.17 1.11 161. 5.49 1.43 161. 4.19 loll
SFS 2 119. 3.15 1.05 119. 5.38 1.34 119. 4.58 0.94
GIRLS 136. 2.94 1.15 136. 5.69 1.25 136. 4.6? 1.02
BOYS 144. 2.93 1.02 144. 5.19 1.52 144. 4.15 1.U4

GRACE 6, TCTAL 783. 4.08 1.08 283. 5.41 1.52 283. 4.01 0.99
SFS 1 lig. 3.00 1.11 139. 5.50 1.51 139. 3.93 0.91
SES ? 144. 1.16 1.04 144. 5.33 1.53 144. 4.08 1.07
GIRLS 155. 8.16 1.11 155. 5.71 1.41 155. 4.22 0.99
PCYS 128. 3.01 1.04 1/8. 5.12 1.53 128. 3.80 0..49

GRACE Re TCTAL 247. 1.09 1.02 247. 5.38 1.35 247. 3.91 0.92
SES 111. 3.11 1.03 111. 5.39 1.36 Ill. 3.90 0.92
SES 2 136. 3.05 1.01 136. 5.37 1.35 136. 3.93 0.92
GIRLS 119. 3.05 0.97 119. 5.39 1.32 119. 4.02 0.92
POPS 129. 3.13 1.07 128. 5.36 1.48 128. 3.81 0.92

TCTAL SES 411. 2199 1.041 411. 5.46 1.43 411. 4.0i 0.98
TCTAL SFS 2 359. 4.12 1.03 399. 5.36 1.40 399. 4.20 0.99

TCTAL GIRLS 410. 3.05 1.08 410. 5.60 1.33 410. 4.28 0.98
TCTAL BOYS 4C0. 3.02 1.04 400. 5.22 1.51 400. 3.92 0.98

SIGNIFICANT 3B'FECTS 515 SEX GRADE Ma

TABLE; PROBLEM SIXTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY STASIS SCCRES. ANCVA PROBLEM 16, VARIABLES 1 -3.

ITEM - IOW WRCNG IS TbE (VICTIM).

ADULT ATTACKING CHILI)

VICTIM RATING.

CHILD ATTACKING ADULT CHILD ATTAKC1NG CHILD

GRCUP REPCRTED

512,526,520,572,526.528,
530,514,538,5400546.554

N MEAN S.D.

518,542,544,559,
552058,560064

N MEAN S.D.

5140240532,536.
548056062.566

N MLAN S.O.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 2110. 4.30 1.04 280. 3.93 1.80 280. 3.38 1.07
SES 161. 4.33 1.06 161. 3.82 1.92 161. 3.38 1.12
SFS 2 119. 4.27 1.10 119. 4.04 1.67 119. 3.38 1.02
GIRLS 136. 4.33 0.93 136. 3.67 1.77 136. 3.21 0.93
ROTS 144. 4.28 1.23 144. 4.19 1.82 144. 3.54 1.22

GRACE 6, TCTAL 283. 3.75 1.19 283. 4.91 1.81 263. 3.61 1.16
SES 1 139. 3.91 1.17 139, 4.82 1.88 139. 3.67 1.16
SES 2 144. 3.59 1.21 144. 5.00 1.75 144. 3.54 1.16
GIRLS 155. 3.61 1.12 155. 4.88 1.94 155. 3.56 1.17
BOYS 128. 3.89 1..27 128. 4.93 1.69 128. 3.65 1.15

GRACE 8, TCTAL 247. 3.34 1.21 247. 5.02 1.62 247. 3.56 1.11
SES 3.46 1.10 III. 4.97 1.64 ILL. 3.60 1.11
SES 2. 136. 3.21 1.11 136. 5.07 1.60 136. 3.51 1.12
GIRLS 119. 3.41 1.16 119. 5.03 1.56 119. 3.60 1.09
ears 128. 3.27 1.26 118. 5.01 1.68 126. 3.52 1.14

TCTAL SES 411. 3.90 1.11 411. 4.54 1.81 411. 3.55 1.13
TCTAL SES 2 359. 3.69 1.21 399. 4.70 1.67 399. 3.48 1.10

TCTAL GIRLS 410. 4.78 107 410. 4.53 1.75 410. 3.46 1.06
TCTAL GOYS 4C0. 3.81 1.25 400. 4.71 1.73 400. 3.57 1.17

SIGNIFICANT 17YEET8 GINADN SEZ GRADE
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7'AILA1 PROILD1 TEN

'.ORMANV MfANS ANO STENHAR9 04216114AS IIM PAM INOICLS.

5L ARV 611 11.1141... ALLIA 111IA11L1 S A4611I651414 HAIINU.
1 TIP IMP 404.0. 15 1444 18(1144511144 I.

PARPNIS H11 4mILMR(.N CHILDNO4 HIT CHILIDON PAR:NI!, SCOTO CHILDREN CHILDR14 SC.ULO CvILDAEV

COC ROPORITC

521.579.514.663

N MPAN SO,

.613.415047.561

N MEAN 5.11.

511.575.543.555

N 8,114 S.D.

571.6119555065

N MEAN 5.0.

CMACI 4. ICCAL 4.1" 1.61 280. 4.61 1.20 140. 2.41 1.2h 2n0. 4.13 1.22
SUS I 161. 1.67 1.68 161. 4.62 1.31 161. 2.33 1.11 161. 3.95 1.29
NES / 119. 4.57 1.53 419. 4.443 1.10 119. 2.49 1.20 119. 4.31 1.15
1:1.116 116. 4.06 1.63 116. 4.41 1.1) 136. 2.48 1.26 116. 4.31 1.22
ACIS 144. 4.14 1.59 144. 4.14 1.24' 1v4. 7.14 1.25 144. 3.45 1.24

CIACE 6, 1CTAL 211. 4.61 1.444 263. 4.13 1.20 2143. 2.24. 1.18 233. 3.67 1.26
SES 1 119. 4.40 1.65 139. 4.14 1.16 119. 1.23 1.21 114. 3.61 1.20
'1E5 2 144. 4.81 1.44 144. 4.41 1.24 144. 2.16 1.13 144. 4.73 1.31
r 141. 155. 4.7" 1.64 155. 4.61 1.08 155. 2.22 1.1/ 155. 3.80 1.25
84:16 I2H. 4.57 1.45 I244. 4.04 1.32 128. 7.1i 1.24 118. 1.64 1.27

GRIME P. ICTAL 147. 4.67 1.51 247. 4.47 1.10 247. 2.13 1.12 247. 3.39 1.13
SES 1 4.65 1.53 441. 4.31 1.06 III. 2.2h 1.20 III. 3.47 1.21
SFS 2 116. 4.64 1.50 136. '..Si 1.14 1)6. 2.01 1.04 136. 3.30 1.05
GIVLS 114. 4.61 1.57 119. 4.45 1.09 119. 2.07 0.99 119. 3.56 1.12
OGVS 111. 6.71 1.45 1244. 4.39 1.11 I28. 2.26 1.25 128. 3.11 1.14

TC111. 3,6 411. 4.24 1.81 411. 4.32 1.18 411. 2.27 1.22 411. 3.68 1.23
TOTAL .CS 2 114. 4.64 1.51 394. 4.59 1.16 199. 2.21 1.16 399. 3.78 1.17

TOTAL. 1I4 (.6 411. 4.46 1.63 410. 4.66 1.10 410. 2.26 1,12 410. 1.39 /A3
TCIAL RCVS 4O). .47, 1.50 400. 4.26 1.24 400. 2.24 1.25 460. 3.57 1.22

SICIIIIPIGAIIT Winn OHADli 61.5 SkS qtpi.

OHIL9RFN SCGLO PARINIS TEACHFRS SLOTH CHILDREN CHILURf4 SCULL' TEACHERS P11L1CTHEV SCJLO :411L4REN
517.541.549.556 515.527 543.557 519.537

GRCLP REPORTIC 41 MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N MLAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TOTAL 2pa. 5.3" I.19 280. 2.61 1.62 2e0. 5.26 1.82 280. 1.89 1,27
SFS I 1E1. 5.50 1.40 161. 2.43 1.50 161. 5.2/ 1.83 161. 1.81 1.26
SFS 119. 5.26 1.18 119. 2.47 1.74 119. 5.30 1.87 119. 1.46 1.27
CMS 136. 5.54 1.30 136. 2.57 1.59 136. 5.57 1.61 136. 1.43 1.23
8OVS 144. 5.22 1.41 144. 2.73 1.65 144. 4.96 7.04 144. 1.114 1.31

GRACE 6. TOTAL 283. 5.53 1.46 203. 2.91 1.73 783. 4.99 2.05 263. 1.94 1.35
SES I 139. 5.57 1.49 134. 2.81 1.66 139. 5.14 2.04 134. 1.87 1.43
SES / 5.49 1.46 144. 2.98 1.81 144. 4.81 2.435 144. 2.01 1.28
GIRLS

.144.
156. 5.8I 1.36 165. 3.00 1.81 155. 5.11 2.04 155. 2.04 1.32

KV% 174. 5.24 1.60 128. 2.01 1.66 128. 4.75 2.05 118. 1.43 1.39

GRACE Pe 10144. 147. 5.46 1.45 247. 2.74 1.69 247. 5.06 1.81 247. 2.14 1.43
S,iS I 7.64 1.39 III. 7.78 I.55 III. 5.93 1.81 ill. 2.15 3.4?
SFS 2 136. 5.38 1.52 136. 2.71 1.83 136. 5.09 1.81 136. 2.13 1.32
GIRLS 119. 5.44 1.45 119. 2.79 1.67 119. 4.98 1.90 119. 2.10 1.23
RCVS 120. 5.48 1.45 128. 2.70 1.72 128. 5.14 1.71 118. 2.18 1.5?

TOTAL SE% 1 411. S.54 1.43 411. 22.68 411. 5.13 1.89 411. 1.94 1.39
TCTAT SFS 2 159. 5.38 1.45 199. 1045 4.49 )99. 5.08 1.89 399. 2.03 1.29

?CIA'. GIRLS 410. 5.69 1.17 410. 2.78 1.69 410. S.26 1.85 413. 2.12 1.26
TCTAL HOVE 4:9. 5.71 1.51 .400. 2.75 4.67 400. 4.95 1.94 4j0e 1.95 1.42

310711PICAV? UMICTS Sat

GROW. IEPCRTEO

CPILUREN

N

SCOLG POLICEMEN
551.563

MEAN S.O.

GRACE 4. TOTAL 283. 5.72 1.63 GRACE fig TOTAL 247. 5.51 1.55
SES I 161. 5.73 1.71 SES I 111. 5.44 1.63
SES 119. 5.77 1.53 SES 7 136. 6.61 1.46
GIRLS 136. 6.07 1.37 GIRLS 119. 5.61 1.47
OCYS 144. 5.37 1.88 RCVS 128. 5.37 1.63

GRACE 6. TOTAL 2111. 5.63 1.72 TOTAL SFS I 411. 5.64 1.67
SFS I 139. 5.74 1.67 TOTAL SFS 7 799. 5.61 1.59
SES 2 144. '1.51 1.77
GIRLS 156. 6.00 1.52 TOTAL GIRLS 410. 5.97 1.46
OCYS 128. 5.25 1.92 TOTAL TICYS 460. 5.33 1.441

81CRIMIC/JP? 17711C713
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TABLE' 'PROBLEM FOURTEEN

SUMMARY 313.445 49333 STANDARD DIVIAIIONS F101 PAR 1NJICES.

11,84801, SCI S11C4tS. 45194 1.10810.8 14, VAR/ARILS 1..4.
ITER - rnh gReht. IS TEL IvICT146.

VICT13 MATING.

Gon? 1/INfaItc

PARiNTS HIT CHtLogyv
522.510.541.554

V M444 %.n.

CHILDREN Hil CHILII9FN
414.516.546.567

4 MEAN sot.

PAMLNTS SC,,LD
512076,514.546

N 8. AN S.D.

.8110414 5:.10.11 C1LOREV
524032.556.566

4 HEA4 S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 290. 1.91 1.10 280. 1.11 1.70 160. 4.14 .17 2410. 3.47 1.19
SES I 161. 1.94 1.11 161. 3.31 1.77 1 6 .24 161. 1.42 1.25
SES 2 lig. 1.17 1.79 119. 3.11 1.13 119. 4.12 .26 119. 3.41 1.13
GIRLS 116. 1.97 1.14 136. 3.11 1.05 136. 4.14 .14 116. 3.29 1.01
8095 144. 8.49 1.46 144. 3.51 1.15 144. 4.13 .41 144. 3.56 1.36

GRACE 6. ICTAL 283. 3.55 1.3? 263. 3.61 1.40 261. 3.47 .36 281. 3.59 1.21
SES I 139. 3.67 1.26 139. 1.65 1.42 IV. 4.48 .4J 119. 3.66 1.233
SkS 144. 3.47 1.19 144. 3.56 1.37 144. 3.71 .35 144. 3.5U 1.22
GIRLS 155. 3.41 1.76 155. 3.61 1.39 155. 3.72 .17 155. 1.49 1.21
OCVS 128. 3.69 1.18 128. 3.58 1.40 128. 4.01 .49 179. 1.70 1.19

GRACE R. ICTAL 241. 3.11 1.74 247. 3.63 1.28 247. 3.27 .35 241. 3.46 1.16
SCS 1 111. 3.41 1.11 III. 3.77 1.23 Ill. .26 III. 3.47 1.18
SCS 116. 3.15 1.17 116. 3.55 1.32 1.11. .43 136. 1.45 1.14
GIRLS 119. 1.37 1.1..t. 119. 1.10 1.10 114. 3.38 .13 119. 3.41 1.20
dCVS 128. 3.75 1.37 12d. 3.57 1.36 Ilb. 3.11 .36 I24. 3.45 1.11

TC181. %ES I 411. 3.69 1.22 411. 3.56 1.31 411. 3.93 .31 411. 3.52 1.21
vcrat. SES 899. 1.50 1.14 199. 1.47 1.27 399. 3.73 .35 399. 3.46 1.11

TCTAL
TCTAL

0:41s
8085

410.
4C0.

I.SA
1.61

1.19
1.19

410.
400.

3.48
3.55

1.22
1.18 Zg. 14:::

.24
1 .42

410.
400.

3.41
3.57

1.15
1.23

simniamm 10f1105.13 MEW ELI OWE MADE uiS

CH11.04F4 %M17 114091TS TEACHERS SCOLD CHILDREN CHILDREN SCUL0 TEACHERS e0LICEmer SC310 ClILJAEN
514.542.550.560 516,528 544,559 57:,.539

GRCLA gwecolic N AFA4 S.D. N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.C. 9 8E49 S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 230. 1.84 1.78 280. 4.34 1.42 280. 4.14 2.02 280. 4.61 1.33
SES 161. 1.69 1.88 161. 4.40 1.32 161. 4.03 2.16 161. 4.94 1.26
SES 11. 3.,91 1.64 119. 4.29 1.51 114. 4.24 1.84 119. 4.81 1.38
GIRLS 136. 1.59 1.76 136. 4.38 1.28 136. 3.95 1.96 116. 4.84 1.11
eurS 144. 4.09 L.01 144. 4.31 1.55 144. 4.33 7.09 144. 4.86 1.53

GRACE 6. TCTAL 281. 4.88 1.84 243. 3.60 1.50 203. 5.03 2.01 263. 4.12 1.59
SFS 1 139. 4.79 1.99 134. 1.76 1.49 2.18 13v. 4.25 1.58
SES 2 144. 4.96 1.81 144. 8.44 1.50 :716:: t:l: 1.89 144. 3.80 1.61
GIRLS 155. 4.84 1.99 155. 1.43 1.45 155. 4.99 7.09 155. 3.42 1.54
nCyS 128. 4.92 1.10 128. 1.11, 1.54 12e. 3.06 1.94 129. 4.13 1.65

GRACE 8. ICTAL 247. 5.10 1,67 247. 3.34 1.45 247. 5.06 1.73 247. 3.48 1.55
SFS 1 III. 5.03 1.70 111. 3.44 1.23 Ill. 4.49 1.12 Ill. 3.55 1.41
SES 2 136. 5.11 1.65 136. 1.24 1.61 136. 5.16 1.75 186. 1.41 1.68
GIRLS 119. 5.16 1.60 119. 1.12 1.38 119. 5.14 1.72 119. 1.61 1.58
BOYS 179. 5.03 1.14 128. 1.17 1.52 128. 5.01 1.75 128. 1.35 1.51

TCTAL SES I 411. 4.59 1.82 411. SAT 1.37 411. 4.66 7.00 411. 4.25 1.42
TCTAL SAS 2 149. 4.11 1.71 399. 1.66 1.54 399. 4.83 1.64 Ivg. 4.31 1.56

TCTAL
TCTAL

cimLs
mCvs

410.
410.

4.53
4.68

1.78
1.75

410.
400.

3.71
3.82

1.37
1.54

410.
4u0.

4.69 1.9?
4.00 1.93

410.
400.

4.14
4.11

1.42
1.56

2;05171CAIIT MIMS nips GUDE 38.5 GRADS GRADE SES

GOICLIP OEPCRIEu

410,1119E4

9

SLOLU POLICEMEN
952.564

MEAN S.O.

cosAte 40 ICTAL 270. 1.42 2.74 GRACE 8, ICIAL 747. 4.81 1.98
565 1 161. 3.97 2.35 SFS 1 Ill. 4.84 1.98
SES 7 119. 3.45 2.10 SES 2 136. 4.87 1.99
GIRLS 116. 3.51 2.11 GIRLS 119. 4.69 1.95
ACTS 144. 4.21 2.10 8C3S 128. 4.91 2.01

FRACE 6. ICTAL 281. 4.86 2.08 TCTAL SFS 1 411. 4.5e 2.16
SES I llg. 4.74 2.14 TCTAL SES 2 M. 4.58 7.03
5E5 2 144. 4.97 7.01
GIRLS 155. 4.08 2.12 ,TCTAI GIRLS 410. 4.39 7.01
8075 179. 4.314 2.04 MAI. goys 4C0. 4.69 2.12

BIOT2NIOANDE7/310'1'8 aumc



DENMARK

TABLE I PROBLEM 11.8908

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD OLVIAFIUNS FOK VAm INDICTS

114714011 %OK 114011. AhUYA Pw141LEn II. 9441441411 4664E55011 MATING.
1TAP EOM WOTAN II 1E1 W1.41541411.

MALE AffAKCING PALL

oncup stecrno

511,519,111.5)"
531041063

N MLAN S.O.

MALL ATTACKING FEMALL
117,521.519.433.537.561

N MEAN S.O.

FEMALL ATTACKING MALE
313. 745.549,h51,55 Joh!,

N MLAN S.U.

FEMALE AlIAKLING EEMALL
521.525.541.559.565

MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, ICIAL 260. 1.96 0.47 280. 3.99 0.95 280. 4.213 1.39 260. 4.18 1.07
SOS 1 161. 3.45 0.64 161. 3.91 0.92 161. 4408 1.15 161. 4.43 1.11
SE% 2 119. 4.0? 0.89 119. 4.08 0.99 119. 4.4? 1.13 119. 4.33 0.96
GIRLS 116. 4.24 0.44 136. 4.27 0,92 136. 4.16 1.08 136. 4.21 1.03
NUYS 144. 3.64 0.90 144. 3.71 0.94 144. 4.39 1.09 144. 4.38 1.10

GRACE 6, tcvAL 281. 1.86 7.77 283. 4.02 0.91 241. 4.23 0.98 231. 4./7 0.94
SFS 1 139. 1.17 0.77 139. 3.94 1.02 139. 4.76 1.01 139. 4.35 0.94
%ES 2 145. 1.95 0.16 144. 4.10 0.140 144. 4.19 0.96 144. 4.49 0.99
GIRLS 155. 4.14' 0.7S 154. 4.40 0.96 "SS. 3.98 0.88 1554 4.35 3.92
1/075 128. 3.57 O.RG 128. 3.64 0.86 128. 4.4? 1.011 128. 3.?9 1.05

GRACE 8. PETAL 747. 3.4? 0.7? 247. 4.03 0.84 247. 4.04 0.84 247. 4.67 1.81SFS 1 111. 3.49 0.76 III. 4.01 0.78 Ill. 4.15 0.84 111. 4.46 0.85
%ES 2 116. 3.85 3.713 136. 4.04 0.49 116. 4.01 0.85 136. 4.08 0.89
GIRLS 119. 3.96 0.10 119. 4.17 0.87 119. 3.88 0.80 119. 4.11 3.85
BINS 12e. 3.77 0.77 128. 3.89 0.80 1213. 4.28 0.88 124. 4.03 0.90

sts 1 411. 1.81 0.79 411. 3.95 0.91 411. 4.16 1.50 411. 4.25 1.03
TCTAL %ES 2 WI. 8.96 0.81 399. 4.07 0.49 399. 4.22 0.94 394. 4.16 0.95

TCTAL GIRLS 410. 4.11 0.78 410. 4.28 0.91 410. 4.01 0.92 4(0. 4.25 0.94mt.( BOYS 400. 3.61 0.42 400. 3.75 0.84 400. 4.38 1.02 430. 3.91 1.02
BUIE YI CART }.7211CTS 812 BEI $32

TABLES PROBLEM FIFTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANO STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUPAAAv SyrSi SCORES. AACY.A 6600LEM 14. VARIARLES 14. VICTIM RATING.
ITEM - EON 44CNG IS IKE

KALE ATIAKCING Mat
517.520.512,516.
440.542.564

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE
518.52/.529.534,518.562

FEMALE ATTACKING MALE
514.546..350.752.554.556

FEMALE A1TAKCING FEMALE
522.426,648:463,666

04E6p 4E61'41E0 N MEAN S.P. N MEAN S.O. N MLAN 5.6. 4 REAM S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 280. 3.96 0.93 280. 3.79 1.02 280. 3.92 1.19 240. 3.46 1.10
SOS 1 161. 3.91 0.91 161. 3.76 1.02 161. 3.90 1.21 161. 3.89 1.14
SOS 2 119. 3.97 0.95 119. 3.42 1.01 119. 3.94 1.16 119. 3.88 1.06
GIRLS 136. 3.91 0.42 136. 3.53 0.47 136. 5.92 1.06 136. 3.12 0.99
BOYS 144. 4.02 0.95 144. 4.05 1.16 144. 3.92 1.31 144. 4.05 1.21

GRACE 6, TCTAL 281. 4.0R 1.04 285. 3.77 1.06 243. 0.11 1.16 283. 4.00 1.12
SFS 1 139. 4.1/ 1.16 139. 3.46 1.19 139. 4.27 1.14 139. 4.10 1.2S
SOS 2 144. 4.06 0.99 144. 3.61 0.92 144. 4.13 1.14 144. 3.89 5.00
GIRLS 155. 4.05 1.09 155. 3.46 1.04 155. 4.24 1.17 154. 3.43 1.13
eovs 124. 4.50 hoe, 128. 3.97 1.07 128. 4.11 1.15 128. 4.16 5.11

GRACE 8. TOTAL 241. 3.86 4.91 24T. 3.65 0.95 247. 4.02 1.06 247. 3.82 3.99
SOS 1 111. 3.86 0.47 111. 3.71 0.84 Ill. 4.12 1.09 111. 3.90 0.91
SFS 2 1)6. 1.46 0.96 136. 3.48 1.04 136. 3.91 1.04 136. 3.14 1.08
GIRLS 119. 3.74 0.98 119. 3.72 0.97 119. 4.03 1.01 119. 3.86 1.01
8075 128. 3.79 0.85 128. 3.58 0.91 124 4.00 t:it 128. 3.19 0.98

OCTAL SES 1 411. 3.97 9.98 411. 3.78 1.02 411. 4.08 1.16 411. 3.96 1.10
TCTAL SKS 2 497. 3.96 0.97 399. 3.69 0.99 199. 3.99 1.11 399. 3.84 1.04

TCTAL GIRLS 410. 3.96 1.00 410. 3.60 0.96 410. 4.06 1.04 410. 3.80 1.04
?CYO. BOYS 500. 3.9? 0.95 400. 3.117 1.05 400. 4.01 1.19 400. 4.30 1.13

slalom= EMUOT8 GRADS



"of
6.00

5.80

5
.
6
0

5
.
4
0

5
.
2
0

5
.
0
0

4
.
8
0

4
.
6
0

4
.
4
G

4
.
2
0

4
.
0
0

0
4
A
B

3
.
8
0

2
A
B

3
.
6
0

I
 
A
B

3
.
4
0

3
.
2
0

3
.
0
0

2
.
6
0

2
.
4
0

2
.
2
0

2
.
0
0

1
.
0
C

G
r
a
d
e

M
E
A
N
 
P
E
E
R
 
A
G
G
R
E
S
S
I
O
N
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
'
,
 
F
O
R
 
S
E
X
 
I
N
D
I
C
E
S

F
i
g
u
r
e
 
P
 
1
1
 
-
 
S
E
X

D
E
N
M
A
R
K

2
A
G

4
A
G

I
A
G

3
A
G

6

G
rade

F
i
g
u
r
e
 
P
 
1
5
 
-
 
S
E
X

D
E
N
M
A
R
K

/.00

6.00

:).8o

5
.
4
0

5
.
2
0

5
.
0
0

4
.
8
0

4
.
6
0

4
.
4
0

4
.
2
0

4
.
0
0

3
.
8
0

3
.
6
0

3
.
4
0

3
.
2
0

3
.
0
0

2
.
8
.
?

2
.
6
0

2
.
4
0

2
.
2
0

2
.
0
1
,

1
.
0
0

3
V
6

I
V
G

4
V
G

2
V
6

6

I
 
=
 
M
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
M
A
L
E
S

2
 
=
 
M
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
F
E
M
A
L
E
S

3
 
=
 
F
E
M
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
M
A
L
E
S

4
 
=
 
F
E
M
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
F
E
M
A
L
E
S

A
 
=
 
A
G
G
R
E
S
S
O
R
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S

V
 
=
 
V
I
C
T
I
M
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S

B
 
=
 
B
O
Y
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S

C
 
=
 
G
I
R
L
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S



DEIRIARK

TABLE. PROBLEM MIME

ITER - 106 MACRE IS

GACOP PEPEATED

SUMMARY

ANOVA PROBLEM 9.
TEE IATGRISSORI.

FATHER HITTING SON
519

N MEAN S.D.

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

1_:.AESSUR RATING.

FATHER HITTING DAUGHTER MOTHER HITTING
529 553

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN

SUN

5.0.

ROTHE*

N

HIITI4G
521

MEAN

04112441E14

S.D.

GRACE 411 TCTAL 280. 4.40 2.15 280. 4.71 2.15 260. 5.82 2.21 280. 3.47 t.89
SES 1 161. 4.07 2.15 161. 4.36 7.27 161. 3.10 2.30 161. 3.01 1.86
SES 2 119. 4.90 1.96 119. 5.06 2.03 119. 4.33 2.11 119. 1.93 1.92
GIRLS
evvs

116.
144.

4.16
4.6?

2.17
2.13

136.
144.

4.63
4.79

2.10
2.20

138.
144.

3.75
3.88

2.22
2.20

136.
144.

3.57
3.37

1.80
1.98

GRACE 61, (UAL 283. 4.91 2.06 283. 5.12 2.01 283. 4.45 7.19 283. 4.33 1.69
SES 1 139. 4.69 2.25 139. 4.90 2.19 139. 4.34 2.25 139. 3.77 2.00
SES 2 144. 5.15 1.86 144. 5.35 1.83 144. 4.57 2.14 144. 4.28 1.79
GIRLS 155. 5.09 2.02 155. 5.15 2.04 155. 4.37 2.25 155. 4.26 1.85
ROTS 1?8. 4.73 2.09 128. 5.09 1.98 128. 4.53 2.14 128. 3.80 1.94

&RACE 81. 101AL 247. 4.84 1.86 247. 5.18 1.78 247. 4.42 1.93 247. 4.33 1.75
SES 1 In. 4.78 1.89 111. 5.13 1.68 111. 4.50 2.00 111. 4.27 1.67
SES 7 136. 4.91 1.82 136. 5.22 1.89 136. 4.33 1.85 1.'6. 4.40 1.82
GIRLS 119. 4.81 1.13 119. 5.14 1.80 119. 4.30 1.96 ILV:. 4.27 1.14
ACES M. 4.87 1.89 128. 5.21 1.77 128. 4.53 1.90 128. 4.40 1.76

FETAL SES I 411. 4.51 2.16 411. 4.80 2.05 411. 4.05 218 411. 3.69 1.84
TCTAL SFS 2 399. 4.19 1.98 399. 5.21 1.91 399. 4.41 2.03 399. 4.20 1.84

TCTAL 0181.5 410. 4.75 :.01 410. 4.91 t.98 410. 4.14 2.14 410. 4.33 1.8J
TCTAL BOYS 4C0. 4.74 2.04 400. 5.03 1.98 400. 4.31 2.04 400. 3.85 1.619

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SES GRADE SES GRADE SES GRADE SES

env 1.17111(0 eqv UUY HITTING GIRL GIRL H11TING BOY GIRL HITTING GIRL
535 561 513 547

GRCI.P gEOCRIEV N MEAN S.O. N MEAN 5.0. N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL
SES 1

280.
161.

4.82
4.75

1.76
1.117

280.
161.

4.89
4.69

1.88
2.01

280.
161.

4.00
3.69

2.12
2.23

280.
161.

4.81
4.63

1.81
2.07

SE'S 119. 11.89 1.70 119. 5.09 1.75 119. 4.31 2.02 119. 5.10 1.55
GIRLS 136. 5.4? 1.44 136. 5.57 1.55 136. 3.73 2.01 136. 4.98 1.65
HUMS 144. 4.22 2.12 144. 4.21 2.20 144. 4.27 2.17 144. 4.76 1.97

GAICL 6. TCT1L 283. 4.14 1.89 281. 5.18 1.73 283. 3.71 1.96 283. 4.36 2.01
SFS 1 119. 4.07 1.90 139. 5.02 1.83 139. 3.80 2.04 139. 4.15 2.01
StS 2 144. 4.21 1.89 144. 5.54 1.63 144. 3.61 1.89 144. 4.58 2.00
G14L5 155. 4.61 1.79 155. 6.03 1.24 155. 2.87 1.77 155. 5.02 1.90
8('V5 128. 3.66 2.00 128. 4.12 2.22 128. 4.54 2.15 128. 3.11 2.11

CRATE 1. TCTAI 247. 4.16 1.81 247. 5.31 1.52 247. 3.57 1.88 247. 4.74 1.71
SES 1 111. 1.96 1.80 111. 5.16 1.58 111. 3.62 1.83 111. 4.58 1.60
515 2 136. 4.35 1.83 136. 5.47 1.46 136. 3.52 1.93 136. 4.89 1.76
GIRLS
lc YS

I/9.
1211.

4.46
1.85

1.75
I.88

119.
128.

5.50
5.13

1.37
1.67

119.
128.

2.96
4.18

1.71
2.05

119.
128.

4.97
4.51

1.43
1.79

TCTAL SES 1 411. 4.26 1.86 411. 4.95 1.80 411. 3.70 2.03 411. 4.46 1.92
TCTAL SES 2 359. 4.40 1.80 399. 5.30 1.61 399. 3.81 1.95 394. 4.86 1..27

1CT 11,1 (1141.5 410. 4.83 I.66 410. 5.70 1.39 410. 3.19 1.85 410. 4.99 1.71
TC741. 8115 4C0. 3.91 2°0 400. 4.55 2.03 400. 4.33 2.13 400. 4.12 1.94

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SEX GRADE SFS SEX SEX SRI SEX



01/1111011(

TA MALI PCMGGH MINE

11*P 1.06 MMCNU IS

SUMMARY MEANS

ANCVA PROBLEM 9.
TIFF IACGRESSOR1.

AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAM irolGeS.

AGGRESSOR RATING.

FATHER SCULDING SON FATHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER MOTHER SCULD1NG SUN KUTNER SLUICING DAUGHTLA
811 833 545 825

GRCUP PEPCMTEC N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N ALAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 280. 1.86 len 280. 2.86 1.41 280. 2.43 I.75 280. 2.57 1.76
SES 1 161. 1.82 1.26 161. 2.74 1018 L61. 2.12 L.SI 151. 2.52 1.'9
SFS 2 119. 1.90 1.25 119. 2.98 1.98 119. 2.54 1.69 119. 2.62 1.71
GIRLS 136. 1.89 1.27 136. 2.98 1.87 136. 2.43 1.64 136. 2.11 1.12
BCYS 144. 1.83 1.23 144. 2.74 1.99 144. 2.44 1.85 144. 2.43 1.74

GRACE 6, TOTAL 18). 1.88 1.26 283. 2.38 1.155 283. 2.35 1.81 263. 2.16 1.64
SES 139. 1.8' 1.31 139. 2.41 1.80 139. 28!.0 1.93 131. 2.79 1.63
SES L44. 1.94 1.72 144. 2.34 1.50 144. 2.20 1.69 144. 2.21 1.64
GIRLS 158. 1.05 1.11 155. 2.75 1.84 155. 2.08 1.51 155. 2.30 1.50
NITS 128. 1.9C I.16 128. 2.00 1.47 128. 2.62 2.11 118. 2.12 1.17

GRACE 8. n:rAL 241. 1.35 1.15 247. 2.40 1.68 247. 2.18 1.42 247. 7.17 1.81
SFS 111. 1.98 1.29 2.50 1.70 2.17 1.43 2.12 1.61
SES 136. 1.73 1.01 136. 2.29 1.60 136. 2.09 1.40 176. 2.31 1.45
GIRLS 119. 1.74 1.00 119. 2.45 1.62 119. 2.10 1.29 119. 2..45 1.35
BUYS 128. 1.96 1.30 128. 2.14 1.69 128. 2.26 1.54 128. 2.29 1.71

1CTBI. SES 1 411. 1.87 1.21 411. 2.55 1.79 411. 2.31 1.71 411. 2.16 1.60
?CUL SES 2 349. 1.86 1.16 199. 2.54 1.70 399. 2.78 1.59 199. 2.79 1.61

TCTAL GIRLS 410. 1.83 1.15 410. 2.75 1.78 410. 2.20 1.48 410. 205 1.52
TCTAL BOYS 4C0. 1.90 1.30 400. 2.36 1.72 400. 2.44 1.113 400. 2.12 1.75

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SEX Cjle DE

HOY SCOLDING NOY BUY SCULDING GIRL GIRL SCULDING BUY GIRL SLULOING :ANL
S11 523 855 565

GRCLP REPCR1ED N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. V 9E49 S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 130. 3.44 1.88 280. 1.99 1.76 280. 4.15 1.95 2o3. 4.53 1.19
665 1 161. 3.81 1.92 161. 1.9S 1.78 161. 3.75 2.09 4.111 1.96
5E5 2 111. 4.U9 1.'14 119. 4.04 1.74 119. 4.84 1.60 119. 4.67 1.59
GIRLS 336. 4.5i 1.72 136. 4.62 1.52 116. 3.53 1.81 116. 1.67
UGYS 144. 3.37 2.04 144. J.)/ 2.00 144. 4.76 2.07 144. %.41 1.93

GRACE 6. ICEAL 293. 3.47 1.91) 281. 1.80 1.95 183. 3.60 2.03 263. 4.1) 1.96
SES 1 119. 1.19 1.82 139. 3.42 1.63 119. 3.54 2.01 119. 4.31 2.03
SFS 2 144. 1.64 1.98 144. J.5/ 1.87 144. 3.67 2.05 144. 4.12 1.69
GIRLS 155. 1.87 1.98 185. 4.79 1.83 165. 7.69 1.80 155. 4.48 1.88
4GYS 12i. 1.02 1.95 128. 2.70 1.86 1/8. 4.52 2.21 116. 4.32 2.04

mict e, TCTAL 241. 1.25 1.76 247. /.41 1.64 147. 3.18 1.74 247. 3.18 1.71
SES 1 111. 1.19 1.11 111. 1.39 1.62 111. 3.41 1.76 1.71 1.75
SES IT 110. 3.11 1.73 136. 3.46 1.67 116. 2.90 1.71 136. ).m4 1.71
GIRLS 111. 3.67 1.93 119. 4.06 1.77 119. 2.11 1.62 119. 3.92 1.64,
RCVS 128. 2.83 1.69 12B. 2.79 118. 3.55 1.85 I2a. 3.55 1.62

rcrla SFS 411. 3.46 1.08 411. ..59 1.74 411. 3.59 1.96 411. 4.18 1.91
TCTAL S1:8 / 9. 1.61 1.98 399. 3.69 1.16 399. 3.7U 1.86 Pri. 4.11 1.13

1,781
TC TAI RCVS

4..,. 4.31 1.330

4C0. 3.3 1.90
410.
400.

4.,2
2.95

1.64
1.81

410. 2.98
400. 4.31

1oT8
7.06

413.
400.

4.34 1.73
4.:41 1.91

s(GNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADF SEX GRADE '1E3 OWE SEX cwr sER



WSW

MICR, PNMILAM VINO

1/4014649 1106146 140 S76040640 009141109 IOU 44 1901CIS.

44C94 P110111(11 9. 846111S110 11411014.

- IC: 6171.1E IS II 16(011(11041.

ICY 3001.111.4. 607 S00101.04 1107914 6141 1101 1196 1111044 4191 SLULDI94 97144
$41 617 $49 119

CULL' 110C4IEU 9 9144 S.O. N 9744 S.D. 9 11I44 S.O. 4 NI64 S.O.

G64C1 4, ICTA; teC. 1.1% 1.97 760. 5.44 10) 2110. 6.61 1.19 260. $.46 1.611

St% 1 161. 5.70 7.10 161. 6.76 1.41 161. 6.11 1.99 161. S.6I 1.70
StS 7 119. 1.11 1.6$ 111/4. 1.40 1.64 119. S.)0 1.79 114. 5.11 1.36
GIRL. 114. 5.44 1.71 114. 1.76 107 116. 1.44 1.77 1)6. S.4/ 1.sa
ell/) 166. 6.71 2.15 164. 5.59 1.04 144. $.17 7402 144. $.4S 1.61

C44C( 6. IC161. 741. S.4I 1.4% 2P). $.41 1.46 761. S.46 .44 76). 5.46 1.82
%I% I 171. 4.76 7.04 119. 1.64 1.61 119. 3.55 .69 1)9. 5.66 1.67
It% 7 144. 50% 1.65 166. 1.42 1.55 144. S.41 .06 144. 5.71 1.614

:IRIS 155. $.09 1.45 155. $.90 1.59 ISS. S.60 .79 155. $01 1.76
PC'S 17R. 4.44 la% 1211. SOS 1.70 126. 5.I4 .96 UN. 4.10 1.49

1[66r1 0. v7761 747. 4.411 247, 4.60 1.62 247. 5.56 .64 241. S.11 1.77
St.. I Ill. 404* 1.74 III. 4.61 1.$1 III. 5.60 .II 111. $.41 1.76
31% 7 1)6. 5.70 1.95 1)6. ..57 1.10 116. 5.57 .70 116. 5.41 1.76
G190 119. 5.41 1.41 119. 1.56 1.64 116. 5.67 .7. 116. 5.16 1.16
PCs% 176. 5.47 1.64 126. 6.67 1.60 176. 5.63 .64 179. 5.10 106

1)141. 113 1 411. 4.11 1.96 411. 5.711 1.46 411. 5.55 .46 411. 3.57 7.75
TCY61 51% 7 141. $.11 1.44 )69. 3.59 1.69 194. 4.41 .16 199. %.24 1.17

IC16L 617i. 4.66 107 lo. 3.15 1.56 4IC. $.$7 .77 410. 5.37 1.66
ItIht pov% 4C7. :.01 7.17 404. ;. 16 400. 1.14 .61 400. 1.11 1.6%

\I44I7M.46T L/FECT,. El

COWL' 016E6TTC

C46E1 4. ICTAT
%I. I

St%
7.14ES
RC'S

C66E1 4. 1014;
St% I

St% 7

nit%

(66C) R. IC161
51% I

SFS /

-vs

11141 %I% I

ICI, SF). /

ICIAL lilt%
1,76;

1L411$C66I 1111(1

101150.14

4

7R0.
141.
119.
114.
144.

701.
111.
144.
155.
170.

/47.
111.
1)6.
119.
176.

411.
144.

410.
4C.).

301E014. 0(17
41$

PIA% 1.0.

2.44 1.71
7.28 1.44
7.60 1.91
7.41 1.4:
7.64 1.9)

7.47 7.04
1.44 1.^1
1.04 701
7.47 1.4)
1.0) 7.15

7.1) 1.44
2.74 1.91
7.61 1.97
1.77 1.07
7.40 70.0

7,64 1.16
2.44 1.94

2.10 1.41
700

ItACkER

9

760.
161.
119.
174.
166.

761.
116.
144.
*SS.
1:6.

741.

1)6.
119.
126.

411.
196.

410.
400.

1(010147.
SZI

414%

7.11
7.51
4.61
dell
7.14

1.17
7.90
1.0)
1.60

704
7.19
10)
7.00
2.71

1.11
7.66

4.41
2.70

1,141

1.0.

1.91
1.06
1.96
1.11
1.99

1.91
1.01

7.05
1.69

10)
1.41i.
104
1.16

1.61
1.96

1.69
1.44

6106

700.
1E1.
119.
114.
166.

761.
114.
744.
ISS.
tte.

741.
III.
116.

170.

411.
139.

410.
400.

1Cotu1n4

SS?
4144

1.77
5.79
1.26
5.14
4.44

1.C6
$.09
1.01
5.47
6.64

1.11
4.01
1.71
1.0%
5.10

1.16
1.17

1.41
4.99

11)

ifitoga

1.47
1,99
1004
1.4t
/.17

1.1%
7.14
7.11
7.07
1.74

1.91
1.91
1.46
1.14

1.01

1.0)
1.47

1.67
1.1%

1.701

9

:67.
161.
114.
114.
144.

241.
Ilv.
164.
111.

261,
111.
116.

176.

41t.
111.

410.
400.

1C310144

441
6744

5.11.
5.15
1.11
%.46
S.Od

4.41
5.19
4.4)
4.9r
4.4$

4.94
S.01
4.9$
6.66
$.11

1.11
4.11

5.11
6.19

144:0444

1.1..

7.11
1.40
2.14
7.06
2.27

7.11
7.76
7.).
7.17
2.21

1.st
1.96
1.66
7.07
1.61

1.11
7.16

7.1f
7.11



D8411488

T481.E MonitIm s

1um4mv mfANS ANU STA/WARD 019181104S FOK OAK Ih01D...

1'4 - .Cr 401..4 11 1.(
A.0148 00(70114.

lacc0,51014).

(0t1(10,14 50101.N mqv P 141(1041

ACC4ESSII4

SOliCING

847146.

eor sCci. ol4G ROLICIP84 G181. SLLL014r. RCL1Ctm64
$14 1)4 S61 SS,

14,.(614.' N 1184 %.0. $4111 S.D. 4 41.84 S.D. 4 1064 S.U.

(88:1 4. 1(18t 7'. 1.4A 16n. 1.14 150. S.S9 1.81 280. S.RS 1.64
171. 1 141. 1.81 1.1) 141. I.4s 1.6S 161. S.S, 1.97 161. S.NO 1.91
1AS 1 114. I.C' 1.40 111. 1.11 1.18 119. S.6? 1.81 119. 5.41 1.78
181. 118. 1.74 1.11 111. /alit 1.67 1 IN. 6.09 1.40 116. 6.0S 1.57
Sr.'. 144. 1.89 111. 1.80 1.41 114. 1.10 1.16 144. 1.64 2.11

C08(1 11. t(78t /$1. 1.77 1.41 /hi. 2.09 1.67 /Al. 5.48 1.49 28). $.77 1.79
S1S 1 Ill. 1.71 1.11 1.01 1.4[4 I/0. S.65 1..14 119. S.M2 1.80
115 144. 1.14 1.11 144. /.11 1.64 111. S.11 1.94 144. 5.72 I.78
C140. 111. 1.14 1.49 1.14 1.65 I1S. S.91 1.81 1SS. 6.10 1.60
PC85 1,4. 1.71 1.4) in. 1.9s 1.69 124. S.C6 2.13 126. 5.43 1.99

CAA(( M. 1(481 140. z.ns 1.57 117. 1.61 p4 P. 5.49 1.62 247. S.S6 1.71
11% 1 III. 1.0" 1.19 e.11 1.59 111. S.44 1.64 S.44 1.78
111 116. 7.07 1.14 I/4. 7.74 1.66 116. $.51 1.61 116. $.69 1.6)
f,181) 111. 1.' 1.11 111. 1./1 1.16 1I9. 3.64 I.S0 119. $.71 1.59
"cm% i/4. 7.14 1.70 1/m. /.74 1.69 126. S.111 1.7S 128. 5.19 1.8/

11181 111 1 411. 1.07 1.48 sli. ?.or 1.61 411. 1.56 1.80 411. 5.72 1.8)
1(181 .41 / IS'.. 1.11 1.46 )99. 1.11 1.56 159. 5.49 1.76 199. S.74 1.71

It 154 Limss 410. 1.31. 1.16 41. 1.16 1.61 410. 1.84 1.51 410. 1.16 1.59
1(181 Cry: 4(0. 1.51 1.16 400. 1.00 1.60 4CO. 5.16 1.115 400. 5.49 1.97

14(.4414(.441 1111(1 518 SEX



1181111ANK

TABLE, 1110111.811 THImum

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD OEVIAIIUNS FOR PAR INDICES.

8609A PROBLEM 11, VICTIM RATING.
ITER 1.134 ROCNG IS TRF IVIETIP).

GRELP REPCRIFC

FATHER HITTING. SON FATHER HITTING DAUGHTER MOTHER HITTING SON
540 530 554

MEA4 S.H. h MEAN S.U. N MLAN S.D.

NUTHLR H11114G DAUGH1ER
522

N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TCIAL 280. 1.68 1.74 280. 3.78 1081 280. 4.18 1.87 280. 4.17 1.81
SES 1 161. 3.67 1.79 161. 3.75 1.90 161. 4.15 7.01 161. 4.32 1.81
SES 119. 3.75 1.68 119. 3.82 1.77 119. 4.21 103 119. 4.611 1.82
GIRLS 186. 1.90 1.63 136. 3.64 1.59 136. 4.23 1.75 136. 4.21 1.68
BOYS 144. 3.47 1.85 144. 3.93 2.08 144. 4.12 2.00 144. 4.12 1.95

GRACE 6. ICIAL 288. 1.55 1.17 283. 3.45 1.78 2443. 3.67 1.99 2143. 3.61 1.77
585 1 117. 1.64 1.85 1/9. 3.56 1o89 1.99 139. 3.77 1.72
SFS 2 144. 8.46 1.69 144. 3.35 1.67 144. 3.52 1.99 144. 3.45 1.83
S1115 155. 3.60 1.69 155. 3.18 1.63 155. 3.63 1.90 155. 3.33 1.62
HAYS 124. 3.49 1.115 128. 3.73 1.41 128. 3.71 7.08 128. 3.89 1.93

(RACE 8. ICIAL 247. 3.27 1.55 247. 1.24 1.64 747. 3.40 1.66 247. 3.40 1.61
SE) 1 111. 3.4C 1.47 111. 1.45 1.53 111. 3.55 1.51 111. 3.55 1.43
565 2' 136. 3.14 1.63 116. 3.03 1.76 116. 3.15 1.81 136. 3.25 1.79
GIRLS IV" 1.29 1.48 119. 1.37 1.54 119. 3.43 1.64 119. 3.47 1.54
00YS 121. 1.25 1.61 128. 1.11 1.75 1114. 3.37 1.69 118. 3.33 1.68

ICIAL So,5 I 411. 1.55 1.70 411. 3.59 1.77 411. 3.84 1.84 411. 3.88 1.65
ICTAL SES 7 1S4. 1.45 1.67 199. 1.40 1.74 399. 3.66 1.85 399. 3.57 1.81

1CT8L C1mLS 410. 3.64" 8.60 410. 3.39 1.59 410. 3.77 1.76 410. 3.67 1.61
ICIAL I4Cvs, 4C0. 1.41 1.77 400. 8.59 1.9P 400. 3.75 1.42 400. 3.78 1.86

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GRADE GRADE GRADE SES

RCY MIFFING BUY 80, HITTING GIRL GIRL HITTING ROY GIRL HITTING GIRL
516 567 514 548

GRCLP OFPIRTE0 1 AEA% S.H. N MFAN S.O. N MtAN S.D. 9 MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. ICIAL 2110. 3.71 1.74 280. 3.48 1.94 280. 3.31 1.44 280. 3.34 1.78
SFS 1 161. 1.08 1.74 161. 3.58 2.11 161. 3.45 7.33 161. 3.24 1.94
St; 2 119. 1.11 1.74 119. 3.37 1.74 114. 3.19 1.84 114. 3.44 1.62
cimis 116. 3.12 1.56 116. 3.04 1.75 116. 3.19 1.81 136. 2.46 1.58
mv., 144. 3.29 1.92 144. 3.87 2.17 144. 3.23 7.17 144. 1.72 1.98

GRACI t. 1CI4L 2.11. 3.47 1.94 lb/. 3.53 2.17 183. 3.65 7.17 283. 3.87 2.06
%I% 1 119. 1.48 2.03 119. 3.44 len 139. 3.58 7.11 134. 4..8 2.12
5i.S / 144. 3.35 1.93 144. 3.62 2.14 144. 3.72 7.22 144. 3.65 2.00
CIR15 155. 8.61 1.44 155. 44.43 2.18 155. 3.144 2.08 155. 3.71 2.02
PrY% 178. 8.37 /.83 1211. 3.61 2.17 118. 3.46 2.23 128. 4.32 2.10

CHAU 0. ICIAL 147. 1.60 .71 247. 3.87 1.71 747. 1.79 2.10 241. 3.72 1.79
%LS 1 111. $.46 III. $.70 1.60 M. 3.96 7.33 111. 3.75 1.72
SFS l4h. 1.64 .41 136. 3.14 1.81 136. 3.62 2.17 136. 3.69 1.87
LIAO. 119. 1.64 011 114. 3.47 1.64 114. 3.93 1.40 119. 3.80 1.72
nc,t 1?4. 1.41 .79 12R. 1.56 1.7R 101. 3.64 7.25 118. 3.64 1.87

!UAL SI'S 1 411. $.51 .11U 411. 1.57 1.98 411. 1.66 2.00 411. 3.69 1.92
ILTAL .05 7 4111. 1.44 .341 399. 1.44 1.40 399. 3.51 2.09 399. 3.59 1.83

ILTAL 419. 1.48 .72 410. 3.3 3 1.85 410. 3.72 1.95 410. 1.49 1.77
ILIA( PLY'. 47n. 1.37 .Si 400. 3.69 1.07 400. 3.45 7.12 4313. 3.83 1.98

N1061Y1GAR) ISMS:1 (MADE



DENMARK

TABLE, PROBLEM THIRTEEN

STEP FOw 1.11CNG IS

GROUP RERCRIFD

SUMMARY

ANCVA PROBLEM IS.
IFE IvICTI141.

FATHER SLOLDING SUN
512

N MEAN S.O.

MEANS AND

FATHER

N

STANOARU DEVIATIONS FUR

VICTIM RATING.

SCOLDING DAUGHTER
'534

MEAN 4.0.

PAR

MOTHER

N

INDICES.

SCULUING SUN
841,

MEAN S.U.

mUTHER

N

SLuLDING
516

MEAN

DAUGHTER

S.O.

GRACE 4, ICIAL 280. 4.48 1.62 280. 4.24 1.22 200. 4.41 .10 260. 4.12 1.75SFS 1 161. 4.45 1.69 161. 4.33 1.79 161. 4.35 .81 161. 4.19 1.77SFS 2 119. 4.50 1.56 119. 4.15 1.75 119. 4.41 .56 119. 4.24 1.74GIRLS 136. 4.49 1.5 116. 4.14 1.59 136. 4.60 .55 156. 4.24 1.513CYS 144. 4.46 1.68 144. 4.35 1.95 144. 4.23 .65 144. 4.39 2.0J
GRACE. 11, ICIAL 285. 4.08 1.90 281. 3.85 1.70 2143. 3.19 .87 2a3. 3.85 1.86SFS I 159. 4.05 1.91 139. 4.06 1.80 139. 3.98 .87 139. 4.13 1.86SES 2 144. 4.11 1.87 144. 5.63 1.60 144. 3.6u .87 144. 3.58 1.86GIRLS 15i. 3.93 1.1a7 155. 5.68 1.57 155. 3.81 .11 155. 3.53 1.78BUYS 178. 4.21 1.92 128. 4.01 1.81 128. 3.77 .97 1e8. 4.17 1.93
GRACE 8, ICIAL 247. 1.11 1.73 247. 1.25 1.64 247. 3.24 .62 247. 3,38 1.83SFS 1 III. 1.41 1.56 III. 3.78 1.62 Ill. 3.43 .58 ILI. 3.56 1.80SAS 2 116. 8.19 1.91 136. 5.22 1.66 136. 3.06 .65 136. 3.21 1.86119. 3.48 1.60 119. 3.44 1.64 119. 3.12 .58 119. 3.46 1.78RCVS 114. 1.19 1.86 128. 3.06 1.64 128. 3.26 .65 128. 3.30 1.88

1C161. 5E4 1 411. 3.97 1.72 411. 1.49 1.74 411. 3.92 .76 411. 4.J2 1.81ICIAL S.'S 7 149. 1.91 1.78 399. 1.67 1.67 199. 3.71 .69 399. 3.68 1.82
11131 GIRLS 410. 3.91 1.68 410. 1.75 1.60 410. 3.84 .63 410. 3.74 1.6911'.16t ('CYS 460. 3.94 1.82 400. 3.81 1.81 400. 3.75 .82 400. 3.96 1.94..IimlF1cAN7 EFFECTS GRADE MADE SES GRADE GRADE SES

GRCLr REP1RTEC

811?

N

SCOLDING
512

MEAS

40v

S.U.

80y

N

SCOLDING GIRL
524

MEAN S.V.

GIRL

N

SCOLDING
556

PLAN

HUY

S.D.

GIRL

N

SCuLOING
566

MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, fGfAL 780. 3.11 1.76 780. 3.08 1.73 240. 1.72 1.89 280. 1.66 1.95SFS 1 161. 5.30 I.R0 161. 3.02 1.74 161. 1.85 2.00 161. 3.61 2.031SE5 117. 1.32 1.71 119. 1.14 1.71 119. 3.59 1.11 119. 3.12 1.81GIRLS 816. 1.07 1.51 116. 2.77 1.52 136. 3.95 1.6U 116. 3.46 1.81
8CV,, 144. 3.55 2.02 144. 5.19 1.94 144. 3.41 2.I0 144. 3.87 2.03

GRACE A, 11.1AL 243. 1.34 1.91 285. 8.11 1.84 2.13. 4.03 2.12 281. 1.75 I.931SFS 1 139. 1.45 1.16 119. 3.62 1.86 139. 4.13 2.17 139. 3.10 2.01SFS 7 144. 1.4'4 1.06 144. 5.05 1.81 144. 3.94 2.07 I44. 3.19 1.95GIR1S 155. 1.57 1.11 155. 2.84 I./I 155. 4.15 20.0 155. 3.65 1.90809s 124. 1.35 1.85 128. 3.77 1.97 128. 3.91 2.21 128. 1.85 2.36

GRALL 4, (,:141 247. 5.79 1.64 247. 3.27 1.44 147. 3.72 1.85 247. 3.63 1.66SES 111. 8.16 1.61 III. 1.21 1.45 III. 3.89 1.91 III. 3.69 1.655)5 116. 1.4? 1.17 136. 1.14 1.71 (36. 3.55 1.77 136. 3.51 1.66GIRLS 119. 5.50 1.80 119. 5.21 1.56 119. 3.66 1.71 119. 1.58 1.698Cv% 121. 1.09 1.54 leH. 3.12 1.60 128. 3.79 1.99 118. 3.68 1.64

ICIAL SFS 1 411. 1.27 1.71 411. 5.28 1.69 411. 3.96 2.01 411. 3.67 1.92TE(At SuS 154. 3.36 1.78 891. 1.11 1.75 199. 3.69 1.87 199. 3.69 1.82

IrrAI 411. 1.1, 1.69 410. 1.96 1.60 410. 3.91 1.78 410. 1.5b 1.81ICIAt 4(9. 1.31 ..I 4,10. 3.49 1.64 400. 3.74 2.13 4,0. 3.90 1.93
IGNIF !WOO 1:/17,cTS SEX



DENMARK

TAME' MOSLEM THIRTEEN

IMF - IfIto HRCNG 11

GFICUD PFDCRIEG

SUMMARY NEARS AND STANDARD DEVIATIDAIS FOR PAN

ANCUA punFILLP 114 VICTIM RATING.
111 (VICTIM).

OGY scnLoING FATHER ROY SCULU1NG KHAN CM
54, SIR

MEAN 5.11. N MEAN S.O. N

INOICES.

WILDING FATHeR
550

MLAN S.O.

0141.

N

SCOLDING 'OTHER
563

MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, ICTAL 26). 4.04 2.24 290. 3.49 2.16 2de. 3.93. 2.19 280. 3.94 2.19
SFS 1 161. 1.97 2.30 161. 3.74 2.14 161. 3.74 2.34 161. 3.87 1.34
StS 2 119. 4.12 ?.143 111. 3.74 2.09 119. 4.18 2.03 119. 4.01 2.05
GIRLS 336. 3.76 2.11 116. 3.12 2.01 136. 3.82 2.02 136. 3.74 2.02
NO'S 164. 4.32 2.79 144. 3.47 2.30 144. 4.10 2.35 144. 4.14 2.36

CHACE 6. IGIAL 241. 5.01 1.24 283. 4.66 2.30 283. 5.01 2.16 283. 4.90 2.20
SFS I 134. 4.519 2.32 139. 4.41 2.38 139. 5.00 2.19 139. 4.43 2.31
SFS 7 194. 5.94 7.16 144. 4.90 2.22 144. 5.01 2.12 144. 4.9T 2.08
GIRLS 158. 4.51i 7.79 155. 4.49 2.39 155. 5.05 2.11 155. 4.95 2.26
HOTS 123. 5.10 2.19 M. 4.82 2.21 128. 4.96 2.10 128. 4.85 2.14

GRACE 9. TCTAI 247. 5.I5 1.94 247. 5.24 2.09 747. 5.06 1.84 247. 4.98 1.89
SFS 1 III. 5.06 1.94 III. 5.16 2.16 Ill. 5.02 1.82 ILI. 4.14 1.92
SES 116. 5.74 1.95 136. 5.32 2.02 136. 5.15 1.86 136. 5.11 1.87
GIRLS 111. 5.1' 1.91 114. 5.29 1.04 119. 5.17 1.71 119. 4.97 1.88
KYS 114. 8.11 1.98

1214. 5'19 2.14 128. 4.90 1.97 118. 4.99 1.91)

TCTAL SFS I 411. 4.6H 2.19 411. 4.77 2.26 411. 4.59 2.12 411. 4.54 2.19
TCTA1 SES iGl. 4.8( 1.10 399. 4.65 2.11 319. 4.79 2.01 349. 4.66 2.00

TC144 ClRLS, 411. 4.62 2.11 410. 4.30 2.15 410. 4.11 1.98 413. 4.55 2.05
ICIAL mGTS 41;0. 4.145 2.15 400. 4.62 2.11 490. 4.66 2.14 4.10. 4.66 2.11

ACM TFIGANT LPFLGTD GRADE GRADE SES GRADE GRADE

1fAC118 SCOLGIWO PUY TEACHER SCOLDING C6141 HUY SCOLDING TEAGHLH GIRL SCOLDING TFACMkR
516 524 558 544

G4CCD REPIRTEC m3A5 5.11. 11 MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.P. 31 MEAN S.O.

cr(ACk 4. TrIAL 781. 4.11 1.3.8 280. 4.36 1.74 240. 4.26 2.19 280. 4.02 2.29SIS 1 Ift. 4.11 1.70 161. 4.414 1.69 161. 4.23 2.15 161. 3.44 2.35
',1S 2 III. 4.15 1.66 119. 4.24 1.74 119. 4.36 2.64 119. 4.19 2.23G11% 116. 4.44 1.48 136. 4.41 1.61 116. 4.G /.04 116. 3.99 2.18

144. 4.27 1.49 144. 4.41 1.87 144. 4.52 2.45 144. 4.15 2.94

GRACE 4. 11.1At ,!1. 4.48 1.80 263. 1.72 1.78 2P1. S.17 2.07 214. 4.88 2.24SfS I 1.71 1.40 139. 3.03 1.78 131. 5.11 7.15 119. 4.80 2.41SIS 144. 1.26 1.91 144. 3.61 1.77 144. 5.11 2.90 144. 4.96 7.14
GIRLS 15S. 1.46 1.68 155. 3.41 1.69 155. 5.12 2.91 155. 4.86 2.30OGYS 1/4. 4.S" 1.94 118. 4.01 1.117 129. 5.22 1.h6 128. 4.90 2.25

CHAff 4. T1 Tro 241. 5.7P 1.L9 247. 3.41 1.66 247. 5.08 1.81 241. 5.08 1.91SF, 1 111. 1.41 1.80 111. 3.45 1.46 ill. 4.91 1.90 111. S.00 1.88
St", 116. 4.1/ 1.84 116. 1.17 1.85 116. 5.17 1.87 116. 5.16 1.97G10. 111. 1.11 1.61 119. 3.40 1.65 119. 8.09 1.44 119. 8.151 1.86oCIS 114. 1.32 1.76 led. 4.47 1.66 I28. 5.0E 1.92 124. 4.96 1.19

TI.TA1 1 511. 3.91 1.41 411. 3.92 1.65 411. 4.77 1.11 411. 4.55 2.21ICTIL 5.. 3.S4 1.71 391. 3.74 1.80 349. 4.9D 1.97 399. 4.77 1.11

ICT11 GI1LS 411. WI 1.51 410. 1.71 1.65 410. 4.74 (.94 410. 4.65 2.111CTAL 0C.rs 41;O. 1.60 1.86 4C1). 1.95 1.80 4c1. 4.91 1.11 400. 4.67 2.21
::1OhIFICANT KmcTs MADE SES GRADE GRADE GRADE



DE.NMARK

TABLE, PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANG STANDARU DEVIAFIONS FOR PAR INUICES

ANOvA PROBLEM IA, VICIIM RATING.
ITER - EOM wRCNG IS TEE (VIGIL").

GROUP RfPCHTEC

11ILICFm1N SCoLOING ROY
520

MEAN S.U.

POLICEMAN

r)

SCOLDING GIRL
538

MEAN S.D.

eor SCOLDING POLICEMAN
564

N MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING
552

N MEAN

POLICEMAN

S.D.

GRACE 4, ICIAL 280. 5.07 1.58 280. 4.67 1.69 280. 3.92 2.37 280. 3.93 2.41
SFS 1 161. 5.26 1.44 161. 4.61 1.68 161. 3.94 2.49 161. 3.86 2.50
SES 2 119. 4.89 1.61 119. 4.7S 1.71 119. 3.89 2.25 119. 4.00 2.32
GIRLS 136. 5.52 1.39 136. 4.45 1.56 136. 3.59 2.22 146. 3.55 2.34
BOYS 144. 4.82 1.77 144. 4.90 1.83 144, 4.25 2.52 144. 4.30 2.48

GRACE 6. ICIAL 283. 4.26 1.89 283. 3.79 1.86 283. 4.83 7.22 283. 4.88 2.23
SES 1 139. 4.42 1.91 139. 4.08 1.95 139. 4.68 2.34 139. 4.81 2.30
scs 7 144. 4.10 1.86 144. 3.49 1.78 144. 4.49 2.10 144. 4.95 2.16
GIRLS 155. 4.13 1.84 155. 3.71 1.75 155. 4.84 2.21 155. 4.91 2.27
BOYS 128. 4.40 1.94 128. 3.87 1.98 128. 4.87 2.21 128. 4.85 2.19

GRACE 8, TCYAL 247. 3.60 1.86 241. 3.37 1.64 247. 4.81 2.08 247. 4.05 2.08
SES 1 111. 3.61 1.65 III. 3.48 1.48 111. 4.81 2.07 111. 4.88 2.02
SES 2 136. 3.58 2.07 136. 3.25 1.80 136. 4.81 2.09 136. 4.82 2.13
GIRLS 119.. 3.73 1.88 119. 3.49 1.65 119. 4.11 2.06 2.06
BOYS 178. 3.46 1.84 128. 3.24 1.63 128. 4.91 2.10 112:: :70)1 2.09

ICIAL SES 1 411. 4.43 1.68 411. 4.06 1.70 411. 4.47 2.30 411. 4.52 2.27
ICIAL SES 7 349. 4.19 1.81 399. 3.82 1.76 349. 4.57 2.14 399. 4.59 2.20

TOTAL GIRLS 410. 4.39 1.70 410. 3.88 1.65 410. 4.38 2.16 410. 4.38 2.22
TOTAL ROYS 40O. 4.23 1.85 400. 4.00 1.81 400. 4.66 2.28 40D. 4.73 2.25

81011IPICANT onnzTs GRADE SES GRADE SES awn GRADE
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Introduction

A major component of human behavior with a profound bearing
upon individual growth and human relations, aggression may be ex-
pressed in widely varying forms. The norms regulating the expres-
sion of aggression are learned. They certainly vary by culture
and may be viewed as reflecting the culture's broader spectrum of
values regarding interpersonal relations.

The background factors evoked to explain the develop-
ment of Greek children's perception of various dimensions
of family, school and community-state authority figures
(see Introduction to the analysis of the Greek part of
YIAPR questionnaire data) are probably operative also in
the shaping of these children's perception of norms assumed
to regulate the expression of aggression in interpersonal
relations. In reviewing these factors it was assumed that
the family structure and role-relationships among its
members--which presumably have a considerable bearing on
the socialization of the child--are not independent from
the structure and functioning of the broader social en-
vironment and the position of the family in it.

The life circumstances of the mnjority of contemporary
Greeks may be defined in terms similar to those used to describe
the life conditions of lower classes or, as they are often called,
the underpriviledged segments of the population of considerably
larger and more complex societies. The country's restricted
economic resources are widely known: over eight million people
(Greece's estimated population in 1961) share a land of 51,182
square miles, only 25% of which is arable. The rate of popula-
tion increase after World 'Jar II remains low due to heavy migra-
tion to other countries.

Greeks have been and still are over-exposed to disaster:
the Revolution of 1321, which took seven years to restore inde-
pendence to a small part of Greece after three hundred and
seventy-five years of Turkish occupation, was followed by a
series of subsequent wars aimed at incorporating the Greek
territories remaining under Ottoman rule. Within the last
sixty years Greeks experienced five wars (including a destruc-
tive civil war which began immediately after World War II),
three major population displacements (in one, refugees from
Asia Minor increased the country's population by one-fourth),
several other catastrophies caused by earthivakes, and floods,
And repe:ted fluctu-Itions in the political structure from con.
stitution:11 monarchy to diet-ttorship to formal democracy. As
a result, the experience that an individual has little control
over his personal life is being
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reinforced in each new generation of Greeks. The new state which
emerged in 1828 has been organized on the basis of Uestern Euro-
pean models of legislation, administration, public education, etc.,
most of which were completely unadapted to the country's particular
needs. No wonder that Greekshaving developed during the Turkish
occupation highly effective skills to resist enemy state authori-
ties--used these skills to resist policies of their own state
whenever they felt it was necessary and feasible. (Lee-Demetra-
copoulou, 1955). The family and the church, the only social
institutions which survived during the Turkish occupation, re-
tained their traditional structure and function and their in-
fluential position in the new state. They still remain the
citadels of a peculiar type of resistance to state policies when
the administr"tion purposely or inadvertently fails to secure
their support.

In Greece, family solidarity is certainly an adaptive
consequence of social and material life conditions which per-
petuate the feeling that the environment, if not always threaten-
ing, is certainly unpredictable. The strength of emotional and
moral ties among members of the family may be regarded as a mani-
festation of the restricted range of alternatives of action
available in the wider society for individuals.with low compe-
tence, power and prestige. The educational level of the majority
of the Greek population is still very low, although the rate of
illiteracy consistently decreases (UNESCO, 1968, 1961, 1966).

It is notable that persistence of the traditional patriar-
chal family structure, in which age- and sex-role differentiations
carry status implications and where kinship ties determine to a
large extent the individual's attitudes and behavior in community
and work settings, is especially evident in rural communities,
i.e. in the large segment of the population that is most exposed
to the above mentioned life circumstances (Lee-Demetracopoulou,
1955; Sanders, 1952; Friedl, 1962; Campbell, 1954).

Internal migration to cities during the last forty years
has contributed to a considerable increase of the urban lower
class. Power structure and role relationships in urban lower
status families seem to retain their traditional features to a
large extent. This is not surprising since the educational
level of villagers migrating to cities is below the national
average (Moustaka, 1964). Safillos-Rothschild (1967) found
that the domineering authority role of the husband in the
Greek family tends to diminish with the elevation of his edu-
cational and occupational level. Safilios-Rothschild also
found that the large majority of interviewed women who re-
ported that they were pleased with their marriage (40 percent
of the total sample) were those who eiffaer make decisions
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themselves or are consulted by their husbands. Only 4 percent
within the group of Ss describing marital satisfaction reported
that their husband was dominant in the family decision making.

On the other hand, a study of child rearing practices
and beliefs of rural and urban lower and middle class Greek
mothers, based on an interview schedule achIpted from Sears,
Maccoby and Levin (1957), showed that Hon almost all items,
the city working-class familieS are intermediate between the
city middle-class and the peasant families" (Prothro, 1965).
Middle-class mothers were more inclined than those of lower
class to describe themselves an permissive with the young
child, warm in their treatment of him and using psychological
rather than physical discipline techninues. Also, a substan-
tially higher percentage of middle-class than lower-class
mothers expected their children to attend college. Finally,
middle-class mothers perceived themselves as more active than
their lower-class counterparts in making family decisions and
indicated more often than lower-class mothers that they were
consulted by their husbands regarding decisions on financial
matters.

Of relevance to an understanding of norms regulating
aggressionin Greek children are some parental "teasing" prac-
tices observed by Friedl (1962) in rural Greek families. Frus-
tration- and fear-provoking practices, such as frightening or
deceiving preschool children and deliberately lying to them
are probably luite typical in urban lower status families as
well. Purposefully deceiving behavior seems to be less fre-
quently used by middle-class parents, particularly fathers.
Friedl suggested that parents use these practices as pallia-
tives and consider them as contributing to the strengthening
of children's self-control. She states that parents who con-
sciously frustrate their children usually react to their
anxiety by subse-luent efforts to calm them through physical
and verbal demonstrations of affection. They also are lenient
toward the child who eventually reacts aggressively toward an
elder who has caused him distress. Similar behavior is often
initiated by children toward their younger siblings or other
peers. The degree to which such behavior among children is
tolerated by parents varies. -'hatever the psychological func-
tion of teasing and deceptive behavior on the part of parents,
it gives the child early experiences of inconsistency in the
actions of elders. Friedl (1962) considers that these nrac-
tices lead children to recognise that words and actions of
other people should not be taken at face value. "Inconsis-
tency in the actions of elders results in a wariness in ac-
cepting or rejecting the statements of others, even within
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the family. Children may learn to love and respect their alders
but it is not rerluired that they trust them completely." The
fact, however, that these n,-actices stop as soon no the child
becomes able to control the e:Tression of his distress or shows
distrust of parents' deceptive statements or actions makes it
douhtful that parents are really not concerned about having
their children distrust ahem, If these practices are actually
designed to condition the child to deceit and to develop in
him wariness, parents are more likely to expect him to direct
these attitudes outside the nuclear family.

These practices, esnecially the narents' treatment of
the child's aggressive reaction to their "teasing" behavior,
may contribute to an important degree to the child's acceptance
of a subordinate role with respect to his parents who are power-
ful over him but not as thx.,aatening as they sometimes appear to
be, and an attitude of war\y subordination to authorities (like
the teacher and the police;) whose intensions have not been tested
through personal interaction.

Effect of Status

The extent to which children's justice judgements about
interpersonal aggression are influenced by the age-status of the
persons involved (i.e. aggressor and victim) is inferred from
comparisons among the composite indices for stimulus situations
involving adults attacking children (AAC), children attacking
adults (CAA), and children attacking children (CAC).

Greek data confirmed the hypothesis that adult-to-child
aggression would be judged as less wrong and more justifiable
than child aggression against peers or adults. Across ell grades,
children attacking adults were judged to be most wrong, children
attacking children ranked second, and adults attacking children
were judged to be least wrong. The rank order of victims' ratings
was also in accordance with prediction: across all grades, child-
ren being attacked by adults were judged to be most wrong, adults
being attacked by children were the least wrong, and the ratings
for children being attacked by children were intermediate. The
absolute differences among the three indices were not substan-
tially affected by variations by sampling breaks. The findings
suggest that the relative age-status of persons involved in an
aggressive act strongly influences these children's judgements
about the justice or wrongness of both agressors and victims.
(See Fig. P12 and Fig. P16 Se'. and SES and Tables P12 and P16).



A. Are Difference:

Changes with age were observed on all three status in-
dices. HoweveL, for the "Adult- attack children" and "children
attack adults" indices, 1;;e trends varied by loci 1 status. Age
as a main factor aff2cted only the victims' ratings in child-to-
child aggression: as children grew older, they judged victims of
child-to-child agf;ression to be more wrong (.;ce Table P16 And
Figures P16 Se:: and P16 SS).

A significant age Y. SES interac7:ion anaears for both the
aggressors and victims rating: of adult-to-child 1:gression.
(See Tables P12 and P16). For the hirh SES children, the rong-
ness of the aggressors rating; rises with increasin, ire, here-
as these judgements decline wit:1 age for the low 3Z5 children.
The converse effect i s seen for the r,tins, i.c. the
judgements of high SES children for vic.ims' rongsw. decrease
slightly as they grow older, while the low SES children judge
victims to be increasingly 'iron, ;. (See Fig:. P12 and P16 SES).

The ,.'ge SES interaction reaches significance only for
the victims rating: of child-to-dult aggression. The effect
is somewhat opposite to that found for the victims ratitpy: of
the adult -to -child indices; i.e. high SES children judge the
adults victims to be increasirOy wron!! as they grow older
while judgements of ',he low SES children remain relatively coh-
stant with age. (See Table P16 and Fig. P16 SES).

Viewed together, these findings sug^,et chat, with age,
higher SES children, unlike their '.;ES cot.nternarts, tend

to question the absolute justice of adults and the absolute
wrongness of children in cro!,s status v.gre:sion. 4ith age,

high SES children &par, from the tendency of youn.;er children
of both SES grov:-,s to judge aggres::ors and vicims an the baA%
of age-status relationships, with the child being cow.istencly
wrong, whether he attacks adult', or is lwitw attached by them,
and the adult being consistently riht., whether he .t tacks a
child or is the viciim of a a,gr,:ssion. No departure
from this tyne of heteronomous moril judgement. - -to tti2

terminology--is indicated, however, in the responses of lower
SES children. For them, jw;tice judreTnent.; about cross-stacu:.
aggression remained ncro-11 all 7rades bound Co the as:aimption
that the justice of an :!!;(1re ;,:ivo act tunc;ion of its
legitimacy. According to this logic, the very lac: that in

adult-to-child :a,' re; the actor vested with the legiti-
mate authority Lo control and tnction the child's behavior
resulrs in the judge's nerceiving the ,:itu-lion in adult
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punishing a child. In Inch a situation, the justice judgements
for the aggres..or .,nd the victim are very likely to be inter-
dependent and dichotomou. The child': ron(lness lie-, in the
f :ct that he is punished by gn adul, ; he must have done some-
thing wrong, in -srder to be punished, therefore he deserves the
punishmerl.. On the other hand, the adult could not be wrong
in punishing the child, since he erercizes his legitimate right
to control And '.:'nction the child's behavior. The identifica-
tion of legitimacy with rightness And justice is obvious.

An analo;lou, rationale und.!rlies the ratings of the rela-
tive wrongness of aggressors and victims in child-to-adult 13-
greion. The assumption that a child has no right to Punish
an adult results in the judge's perceiving child-to-adult a-
grcnsion as defiance of adult guthority, whereby the aggressor
i; wrong. Although some of the interviewed Ss argued that An
adult victim of a child' gg.gression must have done scmething
very wrang; for child to dgre c!;-llenge his authority, the
PAR data indicate :11;:t a dichoomous judgement., whereby when
the aggressor is rif:ht the victim is .7rong and vice versa,
also underlies the r-Aings of cnild-to-adult aggression.

The higher SES children were more critical of aggressors
in peer-to-peer ,ggression than ere the lower SES children.

Perhaps, the claim for reciprocity italied in the deve-
lopment with age of .he judggm(mts of higher SITS children with
re';peCt to cro','.-7A:-,tiv, A;,:lrc', ion reflects a more generalised
tendency to condemn aggression, whether between unelual or
(-2 lull status persons; it seems natural that such a tendency was
more clearly manifested in judgements About aggression between
ovals. The fact that lower SE:; children, whose tendenc to
justify adult-to-child aggression And condemn child-to-aullt
aggression increased with age, were more tolerant of pecr.to-
peer aggression may indicate 'hat repression of aggression
toward 9,7t-on of higher status nay result in tolerance of
iggress 1011 .1171(111,.: e 1111I

Diffcrences

Se, did not significarcly affect the Iggressors' rating::
on Any of the :hrge stItus indices. The victims' rating in
child-to-child lg.:ression showed significant ';1/42,: SE'S inter-

ac'-ion, i.c. within the higher SE! jouo, boy: wore more severe
t h l n g i r l s Across all grades in their phlgoments about the wrong-

ness of victims in child-to-child .,ggression; however, within
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the lower SES group, girls sere more severe than boys in judging
children being attacl<ed by other children.

C. SES Differences

Across all grades, higher SES children judged :7,gressors
in child-to-child a.:Tression more severely than did lower SES
children (see Tr.ble P12 and Fin. P12, SES). The fact that higher
SES children were more critical of neer-to-peer aggression than
were lower SES children is particullrly imoortant in view of the
divergent age trends in each SES rouo's judgements about cross-
status aggression.

D. Interview Data

In response to - uestions designed to disclose children's
beliefs about the generali.ty and consi.;tency of rules and laws
for adults and children, the majority of the interviewed Greek
children (48 out of 6n) maintained that not all rules and laws
are the same for adults and children. (See Table IVB and IVG).
This belief was shared elually by children of both sexes and
SES groups and did not vary substantially with age. Only 6 Ss
appeared to believe that rules and laws are consistent for
adults and children.

These findings suggest that children's heteronomous
judgements about cross-status aggression follow from their be-
lief that not all rules and laws are the same for adults and
children. Since the premise:; on which moral judgements may be
based are bound by lge-status considerations, it is not sur-
prising that children's justice judgements about interpersonal
n'.gresionnre heteronomous and, therefore, antithetic.

Children's view; on the importance of norms governing
individual behaAor were clarified through assessment of their
beliefs about inevitability of detection of those who violate
them. Responses to the interview lue;tion "Does someone who
breaks a rule or a law always get caught?" showed that few
children had absolute and unlualified opinions on this matter
(sec Table VIIA). One si: th of the total sample (9 out of 60)
believed that detection of rule violation is absolutely in-
evitable, and only 3 Ss believed that rule violators do not
always get caught. The majority of interviewed children
lnswered that rule breakers get caught "molt of the time"
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(20 out of 60) or "sometimes" (23 out of 60). It was also found
that an unluo.tified "yes" or "no" was given mostly by lower SES,
while the response "sometimes" das more frequent among higher
SES children. Responses to this lue5tion were not substantially
affected by the Ss age cr

In response to the question "Do some children get away
with breaking rules and/or laws" very few (5 out of 60) inter-
viewed Ss maintained that no children can escape detection
and/or punishment for their transgressions. (See "Cable VIIB).
The majority of the interview sample admitted that children
violating rules and/or laws may escape detection ',Ild/or punish-
ment: (1) through facilitating circumstances such as lack of
parental control, less strict rules or less persistent enforce-
ment of rules by the authorities (20 Ss); (2) through their
cleverness Lnd deviousness (13 Ss); (3) because of their in-
nocence and lack of responsibility (e.g. the little children)
(11 Ss); and (4) due to chance (10 Ss). The frequency of these
responses varied with the Ss' age rather than their or SES.
Uith age, belief that children breaking rules may escape detec-
tion and/or punishment through circumstances controlled by
adults was e:-pressed less often. By contrast, beliefs in child-
ren's escaping detection because of their cleverness and de-
viousness or because of their innocence and irresponsibility
were epressed more often by older than by younger children.
Belief that children breaking rules may escape detection by
chance reuined constant with age.

In response to the question "Do some adult-. get away with
breaking rules?" 8 out of 60 interviewed Ss maintained that no
adults may escape detection of their transgressions. (See Table
VIIC). In other words, the majority of interviewed Ss believed
that adults also may get away with breaking rules, because of:
(I) facilitating circumstances such .71s lack of control or strict-
ness on the part of rule- or law- enforcing a3eats (24 Ss); (2)
the transgressor's cleverness or deviousness (16 Ss); (3) chance
(10 Ss); and (4) the transgressor's high status, (4 Ss) or educa-
tion and e.,:perience (2 Ss). InterestirOy, the frequency of
these responses did not substantially vary by the Ss' age, se::

or SES.

Beliefs about the relative chlnces of adults and children
to escape detection and/or punishment for their transgressions
were further probed through the -uestion, "Do children get away
with breaking rules more often than adults?" More than half of
the total interview :sample (36 out of 50 S5) thought that child-
ren do set away with breaking rules more often thin adults.
(See Table VIIE). This belief was e7-pressed more often by higher
SES than by lower SES children and more often by older than



G-9

younger ones. In contrast, the opinion that adults get away with
breaking rules more often than children was e:Tressed by nearly
one-third of the interview samle out of 60 Ss) and was more
frequent among younger children and those of lower SES. Finally,
the idea that adults and children breaking rules ^et away with
it equally was a.pressed by only five children, all members of
the lower SES group. The frewency of these responses did not
substantially differ by the Ss' sex.

The findings suggest .Flat with nge, increasing realism
of perception and enrichment of their social e:Terience, child-
ren acknowledge that adults assume a greater responsibility,
both moral and legal, for their behavior. The fact that, across
all grades, more higher SES than lower SES children were aware
that children have more chances than adults to escape punishment,
if not detection, for their rule and/or law violations suggests
that the higher SES children are more likely than the lower SES
children to believe that adults are held responsible for child-
ren's deportment. Perhaps the increase with :1r:a of the number
of children believing that a child, unlike an adult, may escape
detection and/or punishment due to his cleverness or deviousness
reflects a growing aw=eness on their oart that, often, persons
other than parents are sometimes held responsible for the child-
ren's transgressions. A child's belief in the sacredness of
certain aflults' rights to punish children may stem from his
awareness of the different positions of adults and, children in
the face of rules and laws viewed 1..3 impersonal social forces.
Punishment by an individual authority figure actually and psy-
chologically close to the cild, e.g. his parents and teachers
may sometimes be felt as protection from punishment by a more
distant and more feared authority figure, e.g. a policeman or
other government official.

Effect of Status and Rola

To determine the extent to which the effect of age-
status varied with different authority roles, data were analyzed
by sets involving parents, teachers and nolicemen scolding child-
ren and being scolded by them; the set of children scolding other
children was introduced in the comparison as an intermediate
situation.

The neral effect of status was confirmed from all adult-
child pairs: i.e. parents scolding children-children scolding
parents; teachers scolding children-children scolditi3 teachers;,
and policemen scolding children-children scolding policemen. In

every case children were judged to be worse than :adults, both as
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aggressors and as victims (see Tables PlO and P14).

The rank order of aggressors scolding children, from most
to least wrong, was also in -accordance with 7rediction, i.e.:
(1) children, (2) policemen, (3) teachers, (4) parents (see Table
P10). Differences between indices involving different authority
roles were, however, small, suggesting that, to children, adult
status is more important than specific institutional role in al-
lowing a person to control children's behavior and, therefore,

sanction it verbally.

The rank order of wrongness of children scolding differed
somewhat frora'prediction: children scolding parents ranked high-
est in wrongness, followed by children scolding teachers, child-
ren scolding policemen, and children scolding other children
(see Table P10). Again, differences among the three indices
involving different authority roles were small, particularly
at grade 4. Only at grades 6 and 3 were both se:: groups clearly
more critical of children scolding parents than of children
3cOlding either te,..,chers or polidemen.

The specific role of authority figures did not substan-
tially differentiate the younger childrens' judgements about
child's aggression asainst adults. However, at grade 8, the
rank order of wrongness of children scolding adults holding
different authority roles was reciprocal to the rank order in
which these authority figures were viewed as justified when
scolding children. The more sacred and unquestionable an
authority figure's right to control and sanction a child's be-
havior, the more wrong the child who challenges the figure's
authority, whether this authority derives from the figure's
nurturance and justice or his power to punish the child. Inter-
view information further clarifies this finding.

On the victim's ratings, the rank order of wrongness of
children being scolded by adults was different from nrediction:
over all grades, children being scolded by teachers ranked high-
est, followed by children being scolded by either policemen or
parents (see Table P14). It is notable that differences in the
wrongness of children being scolded by adults holding different
authority roles were small across all grades. Only at grade 8
did both sex groups judge children being scolded by either par-
ents or teachers to be worse then those being scolded by police-
men (see Table P14). However, children victims of peers' scold-
ing were judged across all grade-sex groups to be less wrong
than children being scolded by any authority figure (see Table
P14).

The rank order of wrongness of victims of children's
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scolding was also different from prediction: children being scolded
by other children were judged to be the worst, parents being scold-
ed by children were the least wrong, and teacher-and policeman-
victims of children's scolding were intermediate (see Table P14).

When grade means for aggressors and victims of verbal as-
gression are rank ordered, another interesting finding emerges:
both aggressors and victims--regardless of age-status and status-
role--tended to be rated higher in wrongness when judgements were
based on stimuli depicting children attacking adults than when
the pictures showed adults attacking children. Apparently, pic-
tures presenting children scolding adults were quite disturbing
for many Greek children. Emotional reactions observed during the
testing sessions were elicited more often by pictures presenting
children scolding adults than by pictures of adults attacking
children. A frequent emotional reaction was a murmur of uneasi-
ness at the presentation of the pictures followed by laughter
at the description of the situation by the experimenter, as if
phrases such as "here is a daughter scolding her mother" sounded
strange to these children. Indeed it would be rather unusual
for a Greek child to use these terms to describe such a situation.

A. Age Differences

With age, victims of peers' scolding were judged to be
increasingly more wrong, however, no significant changes ap-
peared with age in victims ratings of children being hit by
other children (see Table P14). In other words, the age effect
observed in victims' ratings for the composite index "children
attack children" holds only for victims of verbal aggression by
peers. Viewed in conjunction with the aggressors' rating, this
finding indicates that while, at grade 4, aggressors in peer-to-
peer scolding were seen as more wrong than the victims, at grade
8, aggressors and victims tended to be judged as equally wrong.
Apparently, with age, Ss tended to think that in the case of
verbal aggression among peers the wrongness of aggressors and
victims depends on the circumstances; therefore, sometimes, the
victim may be equally wrong or more wrong than the aggressor.

B. Sex Differences

Across all grades, boys were more severe than girls in
judging children being scolded by parents and policemen (see
Table P14). The finding indicates that the selc d:Tference in
judgements about victims of adult-to-child aggression holds for
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victims of policemen's and narents' scolding but not teachers'.
This sex difference might reflect girls' tendencies to express
their feminity through leniency aad forgiveness toward victims
of adult scolding and boys' tendencies to express aspirations to
an authority role by strictness. In both instances, the sex dif-
ference in severity of judgement decreased with age. The finding
will be further clarified latdr.

Judgements regarding the victims of child-to-child ag-
gression (both verbal and physical) were affected by interactions
of sex with SES (see Table P14). Within the lower SES groups,
girls were more severe than boys in judging children being hit
or scolded by other children. Within the higher SES group, boys
tended to be more severe than girls in judging victims of peer-
to-peer verbal and physical aggression. The judgements of higher
SES boys and girls converged with age (particularly for victims
of peers' hitting), while the sex difference within the lower
SES group increased with age. At grade 4, the judgements of
higher SES girls about victims of peer-to-peer aggression (ver-
bal as well as physical) were the least severe, while the judge-
ments of higher SES boys were the most severe among the four
sex-SES groups. At grade 8, lower SES boys judged children being
scolded or hit by peers less severely than did all other groups,
whose judgements appeared to be in fairly close agreement. The
meaning of this interaction is not clear. Its significance will
be clarified in analyzing the ratings of individual pictures.

C. SES Differences

As trends in the analysis of composite status indices
indicated, higher SES children were more severe than their lower
SES counterparts in judging children attacking other children,
whether the mode of aggression was physical or verbal (see Table
P10). The SES difference was larger in judgements regarding
aggressors hitting than in judgements about aggressors scolding.
Higher SES children were definitely more critical than their
lower SES counterparts toward peer-to-peer aggression, especially
physical aggression.

Unlike the case of "adults attacking children," in the
composite status index "children attacking adults," the inter-
action of SES with grade in victims' ratings was evidenced both
for children scolding parents and for children scolding teachers
(see Table P14); in addition, judgements about policemen being
scolded by children differed by SES across all grades. Accord-
ing to these data the higher SES group became with age more
critical of oarents and teachers being scolded by children, while
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judgements of the lower SES group followed the opposite age
trend. Moreover, the higher SES group was across all grades
more severe than the lower SES group in judging policemen
being scolded by children.

Interestingly, the interactions of SES with grade which
affected judgements about parents and teachers being scolderl
by children were accompanied by reciprocal variations in the
judgements concerning aggressors. That is, with age, the
higher SES group judged children scolding parents and teachers
less severly while the lower SES group judged them more severely.
However, no significant variations by any sampling factors af-
fected judgements about children scolding policemen.

Although the SES by grade interactions on the aggressors'
ratings were not large enough to show Lp in the composite status
index for children attacking adults, the reciprocity of age
trends in aggressors' and victims' ratings by each SES group was
remarkable. The developmental trends implied in the responses
of the higher SES group clearly indicate that these children, as
they grow older, become less status-oriented in their response
tendencies toward all authority figures. Just as they arrived
at beliefs that parents scolding children may not be absolutely
justified and that parents hitting may be almost as wrong as the
child who gets hit. They also tended with increasing age to
think that authority figures may at times deserve children's
criticism--of parents and teachers may not be totally unjusti-
fied. However, judgements about children scolding policemen
did not differ by SES or any other sampling factor. The find-
ing suggests that, although higher SES children across all
grades were more inclined than their lower SES agemates to
believe that a policeman being scolded by a child probably
deserves the criticism, both SES groups appeared to agree in
the degree of wrongness of a child who behaves in this way.
This latter similarity of response probably follows from an
awareness shared by children of both SES groups that criticism
of the police exposes the actor to reprisal. Interview data
already reported further supports these findings.

D. Interview Data

When answering questions designed to probe children's
views about the generality and consistency of rules and laws
for adults and children, about half of the interviewed Ss
(32 out of 60) pointed out that rules and laws of the com-
munity apply differently to adults and children; one-third
of the total interview sample (19 out of 60) cited rules of
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the school; and less than one-sixth of the sample (8 out of
60) mentioned family rules in this connection. (See Table
IVD and IVI). Community and government rules and laws were
mentioned by more than one-third of the total sample (23 out
of 60) as applying equally to both adults and children; family
and school rules were cited by less than one - sixth of the sample
(9 and 8 respectively) as being the same for adults and children.
(See Table IVE and IVJ). In other words, the belief that some
rules and laws are the same and some are different for adults
and children referred more often to rules and laws of the govern-
ment and the community than to those of the family and school.

It should be remembered hare that, in children's view, a
major difference between adults and children lies in their res-
pective chances of escaping detection and punishment for their
transgressions. The conviction that children have more chances
than adults to get away with breaking rules and laws was shared
by the majority of interviewed Ss (see Table VIIE).

Responses to interview questions "Who can make you follow
rules and laws?" and "Who cannot make you follow rules and laws?"
further clarify children's views about the conditions permitting
a person to enforce rules and require a child to obey. (See
Table VIA and VIB). Confirming the test findings, age-status
was the condition most often imnlied in the responses of inter-
viewed Greek children. Authority role was also an important
differentiating factor. More then five-sixths of the total
interview sample thought that parents and teachers share the
power to enforce rules upon children (of 60 interviewed, 53
Ss mentioned the father, 51 the mother and 51 the teacher)
while only half of the interview sample (31 Ss) mentioned
spontaneously the policeman, and one-sixth of the total sample
(11 Ss) mentioned other governmental officials.

Responses concerning those who cannot enforce rules upon
children confirmed the testing indications that, in children's
view, age-status is the most important--although not the sole- -
condition for a person's right to enforce rules. More than
half of the total interview sample (34 Ss) said that peers and
younger children could not make them obey. This view was, how-
ever, more frequent among younger than older children. On the
other hand, one-third of the total interview sample (20 Ss)
stressed that strangers (e.s_ people not related to children
by blood or community or institutional ties) cannot enforce
rules upon them; one-fourth of the total sample (14 Ss) said
that people who do not follow rules themselves cannot make
them obey. The latter two types of responses were substan-
tially more frequent among older than younger children, con-
firming the test findings that, with age, a substantial
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percentage of Ss no longer acknowledges adults' absolute right
to control and sanction children's behavior. The data are also
congruent with other, independent research evidence (Piaget,
194S; Kohlberg, 1964) indicating that, with age, the child's
respect for authority and rules comes to rest on an under-
standing of reciprocity.

Responses to the interview question "Whom is it worst
for you to be punished by?" and mjhom do you think it is worst
for you to punish?" also confirm the test data. (See Tables
IXA, IXB, IXC and IXD). In answering the first of these ques-
tions, half the interview sample (29 Ss) pointed out the police-
man as their first choice; a little more than one-fourth of the
sample (17 Ss), their father; one-fourth of the sample (14 Ss),
their mother (most of these children adding that there is no
difference between their father and mother); and one-sixth of
the sample (10 Ss), the teacher, As their last choice, ap-
proximately half the interviewed children (27 Ss) mentioned
their parents (without distinction between the father and mother);
5 their mother; 19 the policeman; and 4 Ss, the teacher.

The reasons given by about half the sample (28 Ss) for
their first choices were related to expectations concerning the
severity of punishment and the authority figures's lack of leni-
ency and unwillingness to forgive. (See Tables IXA and IXC).
One-fifth of the :;ample (12 Ss) stressed that being punished by
the authority figure cf their first choice would give them a bad
reputation. Reasons relited to children's attachment to the
authority figure chosen first and to their regard for the figure's
nurturance were pointed out by fewer Ss (5 and 3 respectively),
apparently because most children's first choice was the policeman.

The reasons for the children's last choice were based
mostly upon their expectations of a less severe punishment, of
leniency and forgiveness (24 Ss). (See Tables IXB and IXD).
Five children said that it is not shameful to be punished by
the authority figure of their last choice. It is, however,
notable that one-fourth of the sample (15 Ss) gave no justifi-
cation of their last choice. In fact, most of these children
thought it is equally bad to be punished by any authority figure.

Many of the interviewed Ss were very reluctant to answer
the question, "Whom do you think it is worst for you to punish?"
(See Table IXC and IXD). Answers to this question were obtained
only after repeated efforts on the part of the interviewer to
reassure each child that she had recorded hi:; basic disapproval
of children punishing adults. The responses obtained appear to
be reciprocal with those concerning the authority figure they
thought it is worst to be punished by. Half of the total
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interviewed children (31 Ss) mentioned parents as the figures
whom it would be worst for them to punish. No difference was
made between father and mother by most of the children who
pointed out parents as their first choice. One-third of the
sample (19 Ss) mentioned the policeman as the first choice,
and 4 Ss mentioned the teacher. Correspondingly, more th,:m
half the sample (35 Ss) mentioned the policeman; Less than
one-third of the sample (17 Ss), the mother; one-si;:th of
the sample (11 Ss), the father; and 7 Ss mentioned the tea-
cher as their last choice.

Most of the reasons children gave to justify their first
choice (see Table IXC) were related to their attachment to the
authority figure (Li Ss) and their view of the figure as a per-
son who Loved and protected them (22 Ss). Fever children justi-
fied their first choice by pointing out the figure's power (2
Ss), his severity of punishment (3 Ss), and the fact that to
punish this figure gives one a bad reputation (3 Ss).

Half of the interviewed children (29 out of 60) gave no
specific reasons for their Last choice. (See Table IXD). Their
responses indicated that, in fact, they considered it not per-
missible for them to punish any authority figure. Those who
justified their Last choice cited, on the one hand, the figure's
leniency and forgiveness (7 Ss) and the fact that they were re-
lated to the figure (a'Es) and, on the other hand, that the
figure did not Love them (7 Ss) and was not related to them
(4 Ss).

In conclusion, Greek children's judgements about inter-
personal aggression were mainly determined by the relative age
status of aggressors and victims and to a les:;er--but still
appreciable degree-- by the status role of authority figures.
Children's affective attachment to each of the authority fig-
ures compared seemed to be of Primary importance in determin-
ing their judgements about the justice of punishment exchange
with each

Effect of Action

The effect of mode of aggression was assessed by in-
troducing two additional sets of pictures (parents hitting
children and children hitting other children) which allowed
comparisons with the corresponding sets of verbal aggression
(i.e. parents scolding children and children scolding other
children).
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As predicted, hit;ing wns judy-y) to be wor!:2 th:,n
scolding in both ',Arent-to-child And child-to-cnilc:
In both instance:, a23relsors hi:Ltinr, were judyld more severely

CD than na,resors scolding (see T:ble P10). Also, victims of
1=3 peers' physical a;,;ression were judged Lo be less wrong 'Alan
U./ tha victims of leers' scoldia. 07 the other hand, victims of

parents' scolding were not judged more severely than victims
of parents' hiting.

Another interesting finding concernin:; the effect of
action was that both sees peross all nrade7 ;edged children
hitting other children to be more wron' `lira D.-II-ants hitting
children; correspondingly, children being hit by parents were
seen across, all se:'-gradc grottos as more wrong than children
being hit by peers. The -;renter tolerance toward physical
aggression administered by parents than by peers ap,)arently
results from marked differences in the e:7tent to which child-
ren acknowledge the right of adults vs. peers to uniT,h them,
In many children's view, parental hitting 2robably had
single connotation of intent -- punishment. Therefore, it
is not surprising that it was seen ns justified. Peers'

hitting, however, even if perceived cis denoting punishment
was less likely to be tolerated, since the right of controll-
ing children's behavior is vested in adults but not is peers
(see Interview data).

The interactions of SES and Age which affected both
the aggressors and the victims' ratings of the composite
"adults attack children" indices, appear as significant for
only the parent-to-child relationships. The nature of these
interactions is somewhat different for the hitting and scolding
pictures. Middle class children judge parents and children
more severely than do lower class children in the hitting situa-
tions. The aggressors ratings for parents hitLing children
also show that the high SES children judge parents to be in-
creasingly more wrong and lower SES children judge them to be
increasingly less wrong as they grow older. The aggressors
ratings for the parents scolding children pictures show that
the lower SE'S children still judge parental aggressors to be
increasingly less wrong as they grow older, but the ratings of
the high SES children remain constant with age for these scold-
ing pictures (see Table P10).

The victims ratinc,s for the nnrents hitting children
index: show the opposite effect from the aggressors ratings.
The ratings of parents hitting children indicate that lower
SES children judge the child victims to be increasingly more
wrong, while high 8E3 child-en judge them to be increasingly
less wrong as they grow older. Similarly, the victims ratings



of -,)_rent s'Aildr2n Lbs.. Ja2 l_crrer S',2S children

judge the victim: to incrc ,nor a wrong as they -row
o'.der whila, a.in the jud.;ement; of hi7,h 7,:S children remsin
constant l'Le, (See Tabte P1!0,

:ffect of So:-.

To ::,s;c:_;-; the effecf: of ';2!* of a,'gressor-: and vict.ims

upon childran's ;us^cm2ns of .cAv2 wrongness of bot1:, re...ings for

individual ;Acture sere combined to form the folowing indices:
males atcacl, males (MAU), mate,: attnc: females (MAF), females
attack males (FAN), and female; atcack female; (FAF). In these
combinations, status, role and action were ignored.

The rank order of tlIc wrongne55 of aggression for ::112
tcLal Gree!<-. sample 1.-;; female-to-male, female-tofemale, male-
to-male and male-to-female. Thus, the Greel, data confirms the
hypothesis that he agressors in female-to-female aggression
will be worse than aggressors in male-to-male aggression but
does not confirm the Ily;lothesis that the aggressors in male-
to-female aggression will be worse than the aggressors in male-
to-male aggression.

The ran order of '.he vici-Ams ratings is the ovosite
of the agre3sorl ranking: male-tofemale, male-to-male, female-
to-female and female-to-male. These ratings confirm the hypo-
thesis that the victims of male-to-female agl;ression will b2
worse than the victims of male-to-male aggression but do not
confirm the hypothesis that ,.he victims of female-to-female ag-
gression will be .aorse than 'ha vic :ims of female-to-male
aggression.

A. Age Differences

The indices showed no significant variations by grade
extent for the victims' ratings in female -to -male aggression.
(See Table P15). As children grow older, they judge male vic-
tims being ai:tacked by females to be increasingly more wrong.

B. Se:; Differences

appears as a main effect in the victims' ratings
(3f female-to-male aggression. Girls judge the male victims
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to be more vrong than do boys, This i: 'Ala clearest instance of
genera .:rand for children to lud:e their own ;2:'7, both as

aggre-,sors and victims of cro;s aression .:(:) be Lest wrong.

For _ha other indices of cross sag aggret.sion, i.e. female-
tomale ag -;ressor ratings 2nd male-to-f2mate ratins, the effect
of se:: interacts signif7.cently with SES. The sa' by SES inter-
actions indicate teat, in fact, only within the higher SES group
was the sex difference ^p reciable: 'Tithin the Lower SES group,
the se differences were small and changed direction with grade.
Since the level of significnce of these differences is not known,
the only conclusion -s that may be draw:! are the following: across
grades, Lover SES children of both sexes tended to judge females
attacking males (FAN -A) less severely than did higher SES boys
and more severely :han did higher SES girls. In male-to-female
aggression (MAF-A), lower SES children judged the aggressors less
severely than did higher SES boys and girls, particularly at
grade 8. 1.1ith respect `o victims of male-to-female aggression
(MAF-V), the judgements of lower SES children were more severe
than the judgements of higher SES boys and quite close to those
of higher SES girls.

C. 3ES Differences

aatings of within aggression varied by SES rather
than lex. Across all grades high SES children were more critical
of aggressors in male-to-male and female-to-female aggression.
(See Table 211). However, the rating of victims in female-to-
female aggression varied by se:r in interaction with SES. Here
again, the sex difference was aplreciable only among he higher
SES children, with boys judging; victims in femala-to-female
aggression more severely than did girt3. '7i:thin the lower SES

group, the sex differences were inconsistent across grades and
negligible (particularly at grades 4 and 6). As a whole, lower
SES children were less severe than higher SES boys in judging
victims in female-to-female aggression; their judgements were
quite similar to those of higher SES girls.

Viewed together with findings about aggressors in cross-
sex aggression, these data suggest that higher SES children were
more critical than lower SES children toward both cross-sex and
within-sex aggression. Higher SES children also ap2eared to be
more sensitive than lower SES children to the sex dimension of
the stimulus situation.
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D. Interview Data

Answering questions designed to probe their views about
generality and consistency of rules and taws for males and
females, more than half of the interviewed Ss (34 Ss) said that
all rules are the same for boys and cirls; more than one-third
of the sample (23 Ss) resnonded that some rules are the same
and some are different; only 4 children said that no rules
ale the same for boys and girls. (See Tables IVC and IVH).

Across all grades, belief in the equality and consis-
tency of rules and laws for boys and girls was somewhat more
frequent among hither SES than lower SES children (18 vs. 13);
this belief was clearly more frequent among boys than girls
(20 vs. 11). l ith age, the number of children who ascertained
that rules and laws are consistent for both sexes decreased.
It should be added at once, however, that few children were able
to verbalize their opinions about equality or inconsistency of
rules and laws for males and females.

One point on which the interviewed Ss were quite clear
in their opinions was that concerning the chances of children
of each se:. r to escape detection (and punishment) for rule vio-
lation. Belief that females get away with breaking rules more
often than males was shared by more than one-third of the inter-
view sample (23:Ss). (See Table VIID). Nearly one-third of the
sample (17 Ss) responded that non-detection of rule violation
occurs equally for males and females, and one-fourth of the
sample (16 Ss) thought that males escape detection more than
females. The onion that males and females have equal chances
to get away with breaking rules remained constant in frequency
with age; it was more frequent among higher SES than lower SES
children (11 vs. 6) and also more frequent among boys than girls
(10 vs. 7). Belief that males get away with rule violation more
often than females decreased with ace; it was more frequent
among lower SES than higher SES children (11 vs. 5) but was
shared by equal numbers of boys and girls (3 vs. 0. Finally,
belief that females have more chances than males to escape de-
tection and/or punishment for rule violation increased with
age and was slightly more frequent among higher SES than lower
SES children (13 vs. ID) and girls than boys (1.3 vs. 10).

In other words, in the lower SES group, belief that
males and females have equal chances to get away with breaking
rules was less frequent than beliefs in males' or females'
greater chances to escape detection (the latter two opaosite
beliefs being expressed by equal numbers of Ss). In the higher
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SES group, however, ieLief in males' grea'rer chances over
females to escape detection was least frequent; belief in
females' greater chances over males to escape detection was
most frequent and belief in the equality of the two sexas
was intermediate in frequency. On the other hand, belief
in males' greater chances over females to escane detection
was least frequent in both se;- groups of interviewed Ss,
with boys giving epual credence to the two other alternatives
while girls expressed more often belief in females' greater
chances over males than in both sexes' equal chances to es-
caPe detection and/or Punishment for their transgressions.

These findings point to the conclusion that, with age,
children of both SES groups and both sexes tended to think
that authority figures are more strict in enforcing rules
and laws upon males than unon females. Moreover, higher SES
children more often than their Lower SES counternarts thought
that rules are more strictly enforced upon males than females.
Finally, more girls than boys maintained that females get away
with breaking rules more often than males and more boys than
girls believed in the equality of males and females in terms
of chances of escaping detection and/or punishment for their
transgressions.

Of interest is the fact that these beliefs seemed to
parallel those about the respective chances of adults and
children to escape detection and/or punishment for rule vio-
lation. Just as children app eared to believe that an adult
is held more responsible than a child for his transgressions
so they maintained that a male is more likely than a female
to hold the resnonsibility of his transgressions and be pun-
ished for them. Perhaps, in children's view, the extent to
which certain individuals are vested with the authority to
control and sanction the behavior of other individuals is
directly related to the degree to which the former are held
(by cultural or legal standards) as more responsible than the
latter in the face of law for comnn.rable transgressions.
Greek law does not discriminate among males and females
(while it does discriminate among adults and children) in
terms of severity of sanctions imposed to each sex for com-
parable violations of law. However, the cultural standard

is for males to be held responsible for eventual deviations
of females in their family from culturally and/or morally
prescribed standards of conduct (Campbell, 1964; Friedl,
1962). Children are sensitised quite early to this cultural

pattern. Only few males succeed with age to overcome the

burdens imposed to them by such a standard. Higher educa-

tion and high status position are. usually associated with
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such value and attitude changes (Safilios-Rothschild, 1967).

Effect of Sex, Role and Action

Analysis of aggressors' and victims' ratings for speci-
fic figure pairs (see Tables P9 and P13) further clarified the
findings on the effects of age-status, status-role, mode of
action and sex upon children's judgements about interpersonal
aggression.

A. Age Differences

On aggressors' ratings none of the composite status in-
dices or the set indices was affected by the Ss' age as a main
differentiating factor. Whenever age changes appeared their
direction differed by the Ss' S3S. The figure analysis con-
firmed this finding for all specific stimulus situations except
for the boy hitting boy and mother scolding son pictures. As
children grew older, they judged the aggressor in the boy-to-
boy Situation to be increasingly more wrong. The finding sug-
gests that with increasing age and maturity children, regardless
of their sex or SES tend to repudiate physical aggression among
male peers. The fact that the age difference was congruent
across sampling groups only with respect to boy to-boy hitting
is probably related to Ss' presumptions that physical aggression
among males of equal status may have far reaching and harmful
effects since the victim is likely to reply in the same way.
Children judged mothers scolding sons to be decreasingly wrong
as they grew older.

On victims' ratings, only the set index of child-to-child
verbal aggression was affected by age, with children victims of
peers' scolding being judged more severely by older than by
younger children. However, none of the victims' ratings for the
four figure pairs comprising the set of child-to-child scolding
varied by age as a main factor. Evidently the effect is suf-
ficiently small so that it appears only after the picture rat-
ings have been summed.

On the other hand, significant grade differences appeared
on the ratings of a boy being hit by a girl, a policeman being
scolded by a girl and a boy being scolded by a teacher. In the

first two cases, the grade effect consisted of an increase with
age in the perceived wrongness of the victim--a male being
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attacked by a female. The age trend in these two measures sug-
gests that many children, re!;ardless of their on sex and SES
thought that if a girl dares behave in this unusual way (i.e.,
hit a boy or scold a policeman, both of whom are more powerful
than a girl) the recipient of her aggression must have done some-
thing very wrong. The grade effect on the rating of a boy being
scolded by his teacher consisted in an increase between grades
4 and 6 and a decrease again by grade 8 of the preceived wrong-
ness of the victim. None of the sex indices was significantly
affected by age differences on either the aggressors' or
victims' rating.

B. Sex Differences

The status and set analysis showed that aggressors' rat-
ings were not significantly affected by the Ss' sex. The figure
analysis revealed significant sex differences in ratings of a
girl scolding her mother and a girl scolding her teacher. In
both instances, girls were less severe than boys in judging the
female aggressor in these two situations of child-to-adult ag-
gression, apnarently as a result of identification with the per-
son of their own sex and age as confronted with an adult of the
same or opoosite sex (the mother or the teacher).

On victims' ratings, the sec analysis showed that the sex
difference which affected judgements about children being attacked
by adults was chiefly influenced by ratings of children being
scolded by parents and policemen. The figure analysis further
clarified that sex differences were significant only for a daugh-
ter being scolded by her father and a girl being scolded by a
policeman. In other words, the Ss' sex actually contributed to
a differentiation of judgements primarily about a female victim
of a male authority figure. In such cases girls were less cri-
tical of the victim than were boys. Interestingly, the figure
analysis revealed a significant sex difference also in the vic-
tim's rating for the girl-to-policeman pair, with girls being
more severe than boys in their judgements about a policeman
being scolded by a girl. That boys took Che side of the male
authority figures in these situations of cross-sex-and cross-
status aggression probably reflects not only identification
with the authority figure of their on sex but also op-)osition
to and competitiveness with the female peer.

The combined sex indices did not show sex as a signifi-
cant sampling variable for any of the aggressors ratings. The

picutre analysis shows sex to be a significant sampling variable
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in aggressors ratings of the pictures showing: girl-hitting-
boy, girl-scolding-mother and girl-scolding-teacher. (See
Table P9). Boys rate girl aggressors to be more wrong than do
girls, for these pictures. The only generalization one can
make, is that the aggressor is always a peer when this effect
is significant.

The results of the combined sex indices indicate that the
sampling variable of sex affected only the victims ratings of fe-
male-to-male index. The analysis of individual pictures shows
a significant effect for sex in the victims ratings of girl-
hitting-boy, girl-scolding-boy, and girl-scolding-policeman.
Girls judge the male victim to be significantly more wrong than
do girls, when he is being attacked by a female peer. This in-
dicates that the effect upon the combined ratings is primarily
do to the peer-to-peer judgements although the higher wrongness
judgements of girls ai-ear fairly consistently at grades 6 and
8 for other female-to-male pictures (see Table P13).

Sex appears as a significant sampling dimention in the
victims ratings of three male-to-female pictures: father-scolds-
daughter, and policeman scolds girl. Boys judge girl victims to
be more wrong in these pictures than do girls. For the male-to-
female pictures, then sex appears as a sampling variable for the
victims ratings on the cross-status pictures rather than on the
peer-to-peer pictures.

Viewed together these results confirm the general state-
ment that children tend to judge their same sex peers less harshly
than op)osite sex peers.

C. SES Differences

The status-set indices showed SES to be a significant
sampling effect for the aRr,,ressors ratings for the sets of
parents-hit-children, children-hit-children and children-scold-
children. The picture analysis indicates that the two pic-
tures of the parents-hit-children set showing significant sex
effects for the aggressors ratings are father-hit-daughter and
father-hits-son. (See Table PO). For both pictures the SES
differences follow the trend of the overall index, i.e., lower
class children judge the father to be more wrong in these sit-
uations.

The two peer-to-peer pictures showing a significant SES
effect are the ones depicting within sex aggression i.e., boy-
hit-boy and girl-hit-girl. Lower class children judge aggressors
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to be more wrong in these situations, as they do in the overall
index.

None of the individual pictures of the children-scold-
children sex show significant SES sampling effects. This effect
evidently does not appear until the ratings are added.

One isolated instance of a SES effect in the aggressors
ratings ap,.:ears for the picture showing a boy scolding his mother.
As in the other pictures, the low SES children judge the boy more
severely than their middle class peers in this situation.

The status-set indices show that SES is a significant
sampling effect in the victims ratings only for the children-
scold-policeman index. For this index the lower SES children
judged the policeman to be more wrong than did the higher SES
children. The individual pictures show this effect to be signi-
ficant only for the boy-scolds-policeman picture. (See Table
P9). However, the directional difference appears fairly consis-
tently for the other three pictures comprising this index.

The boy-scolds-father and the father-hits-son pictures
also show a significant SES difference on the victims ratings.
The low SES children judge the victim less severely in the
former situation and more severely in the latter.

The combined sex indices show that SES is a significant
sampling variable for the male-attacks-male and the female-
attack-female indices. In both instances he high SES children
are more severe in their judgement; of aggressors in within sex
aggression. The figure analysis shows that SES is a significant
sampling variable for the aggressors ratings of the within-sex
aggression pictures: father-hits-son, boy-hits-boy and girl-
hits-girl, (see Table P9). Higher SES children are more severe
in their judements than are lower SES children for all three
pictures. The same trend appears fairly consistently for other
pictures comprising this index. 'Men this sampling difference
is not lresent the rating; of the low and high SES children are
virtually equal. The only reversals occur for the pictures:
father-scolds-son and mother-scolds-daughter.

Two cross-sex aggression pictures, father-hits-daughter
and boy- scold.3- mother show SES to be a significant variable
for the aggressors ratings, (see Table P9).

The result; of the combined sex indices show that SES
was not a significant variable for any of the victims ratings.
This finding is substantiated by the observation that SES is
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significant for only :three oictures: boy-scolds-father, boy-
zcolds-policeman, and father- hits -=on. (See Table P13). The
high SES children judge The adult victims to be more wrong and
the child victim to be less wrong than do low SES children.
This indicates that these pictures reflect the general SES dif-
ferences concerning status judgements, rather than differences
in judgements reflecting se-. relationships.

D. Interview Data

Interview information further clarifies children's views
about the sources of rule= and laws discriminating among males
and females. It should be recalled here that 23 interviewed
children maintained that some rules are the same for the two
sexes and some are not, and four Ss believed that no rules are
the same for boys and girls. These children were asked to
specify which rules are different for boys and girls. In
answering this question aproximately equal numbers of child-
ren -pointed out rules of the family (5 Ss), the school (6 Ss),
and rules of children's games (6 Ss); a few more children (9)
mentioned rules of the community or the government as discriminat-
ing among the two se::es.

No age, sex or SES differences were oberved for Ss who
mentioned family rules. More higher SES than lower SES children
mentioned rules of the community-government, school and of child-
ren's games. More boys than girls pointed school rules dis-
criminating among boys and girls while the opposite trend emerged
for children's rules. With age the number of children who pointed
rules of the community-government as discriminating among males
and females increased, white age differences on the other alter-
natives were minimal.

Summrlry :1d Dicussion

Aggression across status: Trends over all sampling
divisions indicated that Greek children clearly distinguish be-
tween adult-to-child and child -to -:dust aggression. The former
is preceived as justified, legitimate or prosocial and the lat-
ter is wrong, illegitimate or anti-social. In both facets of
confrontations between persons of different age status, the
adult or higher status person, whether in the position of ag-
gressor or that of victim, is perceived as justified while the
child is seen as wrong whether he attacks adults or is being
attacked by them.
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Such status bound judgements were expressed for all sets
of pictured situations involving verbal aggression among child-
ren and adults holding different authority roles (i.e., parents,
teachers and policemen). In other words, in Greek children's
view of role relationships among persons of different age status,
scolding is as legitimate a behavioral attribute of the role of
higher age status persons as its use by a lower status person
is illegitimate. This dichotomy of judgements about adults and
children probably stems from the perceived complementarity of
their respective roles.

Parent-to-child scolding was seen as more justified, i.e.,
more legitimate and prosocial than teacher-to-child and police-
man-to-child scolding. Although this rank ordering of set in-
dices does not imply large, statistically significant, differ-
ences among them, it suggests that parents are vested with more
authority than teachers and policemen to control and sanction
children's behavior. The parental authority appears to be felt
as so sacred that the child's scolding of his parents is seen
as more wrong, illegitimate and/or anti-social than his scold-
ing of a teacher or .71 policeman. These findings are congruent
with historical and anthropological information suggesting that
Greek society is traditionally family centered, its "familistic"
character being an adaptive consequence of life circumstances
that still persist for the majority of the country's population
(see Introduction).

Parent-to-child physical aggression did not draw as
clearly status bound judgements as did scolding from any author-
ity figure, and victims of parents' hitting were not judged as
severely as were victims of scolding of all authority figures.
Apparently, hitting is not as definitely perceived as a legiti-
mate behavioral attribute of the parental role as is scolding.

Variations of ratings by sampling divisions indicated
that, with age, high status children depart from the norm ac-
cording to which adult-to-child aggression is always justified
while child-to-adult aggression is always wrong. The low status
children's responses indicated that these children became with
age even more rigid advocates of the prosocial character of
adult-to-child aggression and the antisocial quality of child-
to-adult aggression. That is, with age, higher SES children,
un:ike their lower SES counterparts, strongly criticize paren-
tal hitting and no longer acknowledge that scolding is the ap-
panage of the adult role. An adult may sometimes scold a child
unjustly; and a child may sometimes be as justified as an author-
ity figure in using this behavior, even if he uses it with
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authority figures. Apparently, children in the higher SES
group have more oportunities than chose in the lower SES
group for social learning through role-taking behavior; thus,
they have more chances to realize that roles in their families
are flenible and reversible. Transfer of this learning from
family to school relationships is an e:pect,l.ble outcome of the
generalization process.

Tlith respect of child-to-policeman scolding, judgements
about the aggressor did not differ by any sam,Iling factor; judge-
ments about the victim differed by SES across n11 :-,r,des: higher
SES children did not appear to think a policeman is always right.
Evidently they reason that if o child dares scold him, despite
the fact that he (or she) runs the risk of reprisal, this means
that the policeman probably deserves the child's scolding.

These SES differences in children's judgements about cross
status aggression are congruent with other findings indicating
SES differences in family power structure and child rearing prac-
tices and values professed by parents (Safilios-Rothschild, 1967;
Prothro, 1966).

The Ss' se:: had no significant differentiating effects on
any of the aggressors ratings of composite status or'set indices.
The figure analysis confirmed this generalization for all pairs
of adult-to-child aggression. ilith respect to child-to-adult
agr,ression, boys were more severe than girls in their criticism
of the aggresscr in the daughter-co-mother and girl-to-teacher
prdrS.

The variable of se;c significantly differentiated judgements
about victims in adult -to -child aggression, more specifically
victims of parent-to-child scolding and policemon-to-child scold-
ing. Boys were more severe tivm girls in their criticism of child-
ren being scolded by parents ;and policemen. The figure analysis
showed th:t for tlese ';e:: differences were significant for the
ratings of victims in father-to-d.,ughter Ind policeman -to -girl

scolding: boy; were more severe than girl!- in their critici.:m
of the fmale peer, victim of ; mlle authority figure's scolding --
a not surprising outcome of -;(ex role identification.' The boys,

The se- difference in judgements .:bout girl being
scolded b': a policemn accornlanied by reciprocal 5er dif-
ference in judgement,1 .'bout oolicemln being scolded by a girl:
boys were le5s critical than c.irls toYlrd the victim in this
situation of fern-le-to-mile, child-to-adult agression just as
they were more criticA than girls in their criticism of the
ag;Iressor.
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regardless of their SES position, boys identified with the male
authority figure while the girls, suite understandably, identi-
fied with the victim who was of their own sex and age. T.?o

additional situations of adult-to-child aggression, for which
judgements about the victims were differentiated by the S31
sex, involved female-to-female ag,gression, namely mother-to-
daughter scolding and hitting: in both situations the sex dif-
ference was large and consistent across grades for the higher
SES group, with toys judging the victims more severely than did
girls; in the lower SES group, the sex difference was small at
grades 4 and 6, but, at grade 8, it was large, with girls being
more severe than boys in judging the victim of these mother-to-
daughter confrontations. The finding suggests that in the lower
SES group, girls tend to accept a subordinate role in the family
while, in the higher SES group, girls are less inclined to re-
sign themselves to such a subordinate role--a probably reason
for the competitiveness reflected in higher SES boys' and girls'
judgements about cross-sex aggression among peers as well.

qithin Status Aggression: The composite index for child-
to-child aggression (for both ::ggressors' and victims' wrongness)
ranked betueen the two indices for cross-status aggression. This
rank position confounded large differences in ratings of specific
situations of peer-to-peer aggression depending on: (1) the mode
of aggression (verbal vs. physical); (2) the sex of aggressor and
victim; and (3) the sex and SES of the raters. Thus, the rank
position of the composite index "children attack children', in the
middle of the scale does not reflect a generali:ed tendency among
children to make moderate judgements about peer-to-pec:r aggression
as opposed to their tendency to distinguish in a clear-cut fashion
between child-to-adult and adult-to-child aggression. Judgements
about specific situations of neer-to-peer aggression were as eN-
treme as those concerning cross - status aggression. However, in
the former situations, variations in judgements depended to a
large extent on sampling factors. Both the sex and SES of the
raters contributed to a differentiation of their judgements about
verbal vs. physical aggression and especially about cross-sex
aggression. For example, although aggressors in both physical
and verbal peer-to-peer aggression were judged more severely by
higher SES than by lower SES children across all grades, the SES
difference held as a main effect only for boy-tD-boy and girl-to-
girl hitting. Aggressors in both verbal and physical confronta-
tions among peers of different sex were judged differently by
boys and girls; nnd so were the victims of peer-to-neer cross-
sex scolding and hitting. As could be expected, the trend was
for raters to identify with the pictured peer of their own sex
and judge him or her ns more justified and less wrong than the
peer of opposite sex, both as aggressor and as victim. However,
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this sex trend was signific77nr, and consistent across grades for
all situations of peer-to-peer cross-se:- ag7ression only for
the higher SES .;roup. The lower SES group showed similar sex
differences only in judging the aggrctssor and the victim in
female-to-male hitting and the victim in female-to-male scolding.
In judging both aggressor and victim in male-to-female scolding
and hitting and the aggressor in female-to-male scolding, lower
SES boys and girls at grades 4 and 6 showed no substantial dif-
ferences in their ratings; at grade 8, however, lower SES girls
were more severe than boys in judging peers of their own sex,
both as aggressors and as victims in male-to-female hitting and
scolding; they also were more critical than boys toward a girl
scolding a boy.

These differences between higher and lower SES children
in terms of sex-role identification probably stem from differ-
ences between higher and lower SES parents in their attitudes
toward end socializing practices with boys and girls. Perhaps,
lower SES parents continue to raise their children with the idea
that not only adults have the unquestionable authority to con-
trol and sanction children's behavior but also males have a
similar authority over females of the same age status. Evidence
about status implications of se::-role differentiation in family
relationships may be found in anthropological studies of rural
communities in Greece (Friedl, 1962; Campbell, 1964). Apparently,
the pattern persists in urban lower SES families as well. In

the higher SES group, however, parental values and socializing
practices seem not only to enhance development with age of child-
ren's claims for reciprocity among persons of different age status
but also to discourage survival of the traditional prejudice
that, of two children of e.:ual age, the male Ills a better poten-
tial than the female to develop cognitive and social skills for
the betterment of life conditions of the entire family and, there-
fore, he should be trained early to assume an authority role over
his female peers. Higher SES vrents probably do not discrimin-
ate between boys and girls in their expectations about cognitive
and social attainments. Perhaps, they are more demanding toward
boys in terms of scholastic nchievements; they are aware that,
in Greece, boys seeking professional careers face keen competi-
tion for entrance to collage and for building up a career in
prestigious professions, because mo3t of them are saturated.
This is not a subject of strong parental concern as far as their
girls are concerned. Building up a professional ca,:eer is not
considered a prcreluisite for success in life for girls as it

is for boys. In addition, girls pursuing higher education are
often oriented to careers which are not saturated. In such a

family climate, girls are encouraged to become more assertive
than their lower SES counterparts. Concomitantly, higher SES
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boys -at least during the age range covered by the study--do
not seem to consider girls as nonaggressive. Perhaps this is
one reason why higher SES boys, unlike their lower SES counter-
parts, were more critical than girls of female peers in the
specific situations of mother-to-daughter scolding and hitting.
Not only higher SES parents seem to avoid encouraging in boys
the traditional idea that males should exercize control over
their female peers, but also their demanding attitudes for
academic achievements (especially the mother's) seem to be
interpreted and resented by boys as indications of parental
favoritism toward girls.

The composite sex indices for both aggressors and vic-
tims were clustered in the middle of the scale. Only the means
pertaining to boys' responses were significantly differentiated,
the differences among indices declining or disappearing with
age even for boys. Therefore, only the younger boys' responses
significantly contributed to the rank order of sex indices by
total grade--uith aggressors in. FAM being the worst, followed
by aggressors in FAF, MAM and MAF and victims in MAF being. the
worst, followed by victims in MAM, FAF and FAM--which indicated
bias in favor of males both as aggressors and as victims.

The clustering of the composite sex indices in the middle
of the scale and the fact that sampling variations on each of
them, although statistically significant, were relatively small
might suggest that the sex of )ersons involved in an aggressive
encounter has rather little importance in determining children's
judgements about the situation. It was the figure analysis
which showed that variations in the structure of the situation
in terms of of aggressor and victim contributed to a dif-
ferentiation of judgements almost as sharp as that elicited by
variations along the age-status dimension. However, differen-
tiation of judgements depending on the sex of aggressor and
victim was sharp only for the figure pairs depicting peer-to-
peer aggression. In ratings of adult-to-child and child-to-
adult aggression the age-status of aggressors and victims was
more important than their sex in determining children's judge-
ments about the wrongness of both. Moreover, variations in
judgements about cross-status aggression depending on the sex
of the raters appeared rather scarcely and their magnitude was

small. By contrast, judgements about both aggressors and vic-
tims in peer-to-peer aggression differed sharply depending on
the sex structure of both the stimulus situation and the sample.

In general, the influence of se factors upon judgements

about peer-to-?eer aggression 'n more clear-cut in ratings of

cross-sex aggression than in ratings of within-sex aggression.
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The trend over all grades was for raters to take the side of
peers of their own se;::, whether they saw them in the position
of aggressor or that of the victim, and judge them as more
justified and less wrong. Such a favoritism toward their own
sex was consistent across grades and situations only in the
judgements of higher SES children. Sex differences in the
judgements of lower SES children were congruent with those
observed in the responses of the higher SES group only for
aggressors' ratings in girl-to-boy hitting and for victims'
ratings in girl-to-boy hitting and scolding and boy-to-girl
hitting. On all other instances of cross-sex peer-to-peer
aggression--i.e., in both aggressors' and victims' ratings
for boy-to-girl scolding and in aggressors' ratings for boy-
to-girl hitting and girl-to-boy scolding--the se :: differences
were, at grade 4 and 6, small and inconsistent in direction;
at grade 3, the judgements of lower SES girls and boys sug-
gested that they tend to admit that scolding female peers is
a legitimate attribute of the masculine role while the legiti-
macy of this behavior in females is iuestionalbe as far as
scolding is directed against male peers. Notably, lower SES
grade 8 girls were also less severe than any other sampling
group in their judgements about boy-to-girl hitting.

The se?: indices showed that 2ggression among persons
of the same sex was more strongly criticized by higher SES
than by lower SES children. The figure :analysis confirmed
this SES difference only for the pairs of father-to-son scold-
ing and hitting, mother-to-daughter hitting and boy-to-boy
and girl-to-girl hitting. Apparently, SES differences in
judgements about aggressors in these specific situations of
male-to-male and female-to-female aggression were determined
by the mode of action rather than the sex of aggressor; and
victims. Higher SES children were clearly more critical than
their lower SES counterparts (rnd increasingly more so as they
grew older) of physical aggression, whether among .:tiers or from
parents to children of the same or the opposite sex.

On victims' ratings only the sex inde:,: for female-to-
female aggression showed significant sampling variations, an
interaction of sex with SES. The figure analysis confirmed
this finding only for the pairs of mother-to-daughter scolding
and hitting.

The sex index for victims in male-to-male aggression
showed no significant variations by any sampling factors. The

figure analysis revealed significant SES differences in judge-
ments about victims in the nairs of father-to-son hitting, son-
to-father scolding and boy-to-policeman scolding and a sc:! by
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SES interaction on the victim's rating for the boy-to-boy
pair of hitting. The SES differences on judgements about
these specific situations of male-to-male aggression did
not show up in the composite se7-< index for victims in MAM
aggression, because their direction differed depending on
the situation; higher SES children compared to those of
lower SES were less critical of a boy being hit by his
father, especially as they grew older, and more critical of
a father being scolded by his son and a policeman being
scolded by a boy. 'Alen ratings for these specific situa-
tions were combined in the composite index: for victims in
maleto-male aggression the SES differences cancelled out.
Apparently these SES variations in judgements about victims
of male-to-male aggression were a function of the raters'
attitudes toward cross-status aggression rather than their
sex-role identification.

Judgements about the victim in boy-to-boy hitting,
whir_' were affected by an interaction of ser with SES cer-
tainly reflect the raters' views about male-to-male aggres-
sion among peers. It should be recalled that in this situa-
tion higher SES girls took the side of the victim judging
him across all grades less severely than did higher SES boys;
by contrast, lower SES girls judged the victim of male-to-
male aggression among peers more severely than did lower SES
boys; thins sex difference in the judgements of lower SES child-
ren disappeared, however, at gr'de 8, and the judgements of
both lower SES sec groups ranked in between the judgements of
higher SES boys and girls. TAth respect to this particular
rating (boy-to-boy hitting, victim's wrongness) it should be
stressed that the magnitude of sex differences within each
SES group was relatively small. It should also be recalled
that none of the figure pairs for verbal aggression among
peers of the same sex was affected by variations by sampling
breaks; in both cases of physical aggression among same sex
peers, higher SES children were more severe than their lower
SES counterparts toward the aggressor and only in judging a
boy being hit by another boy did boys and girls in each SES
group take different stands.

To conclude, sex factors had an appreciable impact
upon Greek children's judgements about interpersonal aggres-
sion mainly when the stimulus situation involved peers of
different se.
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SUPPARY STATLS 1CCRES.

GREECE

TABLE: ROMAN TWELVE

SUMMARY MCANS AND STANDARO OLVIAIIHNS FOR PAM MICE).

ANCVA ( IJOLIM 12, VARIABLES
ITER 10b, ,.RUN( IS TEE IAEGRESSOR).

ADULT ATTACKING CHILL/

AGGRLSSUR HATING.

CHILD ATTACKING ADULT LHILO ATTAtC1NG CHILI)

GOCUP REPCRTFO

511,515,519,521,525,5270
521,533,517,519,545,553

N MEAN S.D.

51;041,143049,551,
557,559061

N MEAN 5.0.

515,5130531.515,5470
555,551,565

MLAN S.O.

GAACE 4, TCTAL 203. 2.49 1.47 203. 5.45 1.60 203. 4.29 1.49
SES I L07. 2.57 1.50 107. 5.20 1.57 107. 3.97 1.57
SES 2 96. 2.41 1.44 96. 5.70 1.64 96. 4.61 1.41
GIRLS 101. 2.52 1.47 101. 5.42 1.63 101. 4.31 1.51
ours 102. 2.46 1.46 102. 5.48 1.57 102. 4.27 1.47

GRACE 1, TCTAL 225. 2.27 1.1d 225. 5.61 1.48 225. 4.33 1.21
SES I 121. 2.14 1.13 121. 5.61 1.48 121. 4.15 1.34
SES 2 104'. 2.40 1.03 104. 5.62 1.47 104. 4.50 1.07
GIRLS 101. 2.32 1.11 101. 5.51 1.53 101. 4.13 1.21
OCYS 124. 2.27 1.05 124. 5.71 1.42 124. 4.52 1.21

GRACE B. TCTAL 200. 2.43 0.92 200. 5.44 1.37 200. 4.19 0.97
SE) 1 100. 1.42 0.46 100. 5.59 1.39 100. 3.96 1.11
SES 1. LCD. 2.94 0.99 100. 5.28 1.35 LDP. 4.43 0.82
GIRLS 10i. 2.55 ).93 103. 5.29 1.31 103. 4.22 5.07
BOYS 97. 2.31 1.41 97. 5.54 1.43 '47. 4.16 1.17

TCTAL SES 328. 2.21 1.16 328. 5.46' 1.48 328. 4.0.1 1.34
TCTAL SES 2 3C3. 2.58 1.15 300. 5.53 1.48, 300. 4.51 1.10

TCTAL GIRLS 305. 2.46 1.17 305. 5.41 1.49 305. 4.22 1.20
TCTAL ears 323. 2.33 1.14 323. 5.59 1.47 323. 4.52 1.25

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SiS

TABLE: PROBLEM SIXTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANU STANOARU DEVIATIUNS.FOR PAR INDICES.

stippgmr sums SCCRES. ANCVA PROBLEM 16, VARIABLES 1-3. VICTIM RATING.
11[10 i.RONC IS ThE (VICTIM/.

ADLLT ATTACKING CHILD CHILD ATTACKING ADULT CHILD ATTAKCING CHILD

GRCLP REPCRTEC

512,526,520,522,526,5280
510.514.538040,546,554

N MEAN S.D.

. 518,542,544,5500
552,558,560.564

N MEAN S.D.

514.524,532,536,
548,556,562066

N MEAN s.o.

GRACE 4, TOTAL 203. 4.75 1.39 203. 2.32 1.53 203. 3.12 1.35
SES 1 1C7. 4.55 1.43 107. 2.40 1.51 107. 3.12 1.36SES 2 96. 4.94 1.34 96. 2.25 1.53 96. 3.11 1.34GIRLS ICI. 4.52 1.35 101. 2.13 1.51 101. 3.00 1.35
RON'S 102. 4.97 1.42 102. 2.32 1.56 102. 3.24 1.35

GRACE 8, (UAL 225. 4.98 1.74 225. 2.32 1.44 225. 3.32 1.16
SES I 121. 5.07 1.35 121. 2.22 1.49 121. 3.36 1.30SES 2 104. 4.90 1.14 104. 2.43 1.40 104. 3.29 1.01GIRLS 101. 4.81 I.2h 101. 2.19 1.43 101. 3.39 1.19ears 124. 5.16 1:23 124. 2.26 1.46 124. 3.26 1.12

GRACE 8, TCTAL 200. 4.73 1.04 200, 2.58 1.26 200. 3.46 0.91
SES 1 LCD. 5.01 1.14 100. 2.14 1.08 100. 3.34 0.98
SFS 2 100. 4.47 0.95 100. 3.02 1.44 100. 3.58 0.84GIRLS
ears

103.
97.

4.72
4.75

1.07
1.02

103.
97.

2.75
2.41

1.34
1.19

103.
97.

3.57
3.36

0.87
0.95

TCTAL SES 1 328. 4.47 1.11 328. 2.25 1.37 328. 3.28 1.21
TCTAL SES 2 300. 4.77 1.14 300. 2.56 1.46 300. 3.33 1.06

TCTAL GIRLS 305. 4.68 1.22 305. 2.49 1.42 305. 3.32 1.14
TCTAL BOYS 123. 4.96 1.22 323. 2.33 1.40 323. 3.29 1.14

SIGNIFICANT KTFLCTS sat GRADE
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9.

AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

0,1884SSOR

FUR PAR INDICES.

RAPING.
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MOOS 174. 1.31 1.01 124. 2.89 1.93 124. 3.03 1.99 124. 2.34 1.70

CRAEF 8. TOTAL 201. 1.31 1.12 200. 3.10 1.64 200. 2.96 1.76 273. 2.63 1.53
5F6 1 IC). 1.97 1.42 100. 1.95 1.31 100. 2.00 1.49 100. 1.69 1.21
NES 1 ICO. 4.65 1.02 100. 4.65 1.97 100. 3.34 2.04 100. 3.57 1.83
GIRLS ICS. 1.34 I.h! ICI. 3.16 1.55 103. 2.96 1.63 101. 2.69 1.53
IICTS 07 3.76 1.1., 97. 3.74 1.73 97. 7.97 1.85 97. 2.57 1.52

HEAL SES 1 128. 2.4s 1.80 129. 2.13 1.67 326. 2.46 1.131 378. 2.18 1.67
ICIAL 636 2 101. 1.82 2.11 800. 3.69 7.17 300. 3.29 7.20 300. 2.15 1.95

VITAL 01415 305. 3.11 1.44 305. 3.09 1.90 305. 2.81 1.97 305. 2.59 1.83
HEAL POYS 323. 3.I5 1.r5 323. 2.44 1.93 323. 2.95 2.04 3/3. 2.54 1.82

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SES sos

601 MUTING 00V IICV HITTING GIRL ORE 11111I4G HUY GIRL HITTING :ANL
515 561 511 547

GRCLR R3. 0i8TED MEAN S.u. N MEAN S.D. N M4AN S.D. 9 4444 S.U.

CRACE 4. VITAL 201. 4.16 2.23 203. 4.45 2.25 203. 4.19 2.15 203. 4.40 2.21
636 I IC7. 3.18 2.07 107. 4.39 7.14 1U7. 4.29 2.35 10. 4.47 2.27
545 94. 4.91 2.40 96. 4.52 2.36 96. 5.23 2.26 46. 5.33 2.16
GIRLS ICI. 4.10 1.14 101. 4.82 2.19 101. 4.58 2.17 lul. 4.43 2.16
PCYS 11:1. 4.2! 2.11 107. 4.09 2.31 112. 5.00 2.14 10. 4.)u 2.21

GRACE 6. TCTAL 225. 4.57 1.08 22,. 4.33 2,'4 225. 4.92 1.77 225. 5.02 1.95
SE5 I M. 4.14 1.119 121. 4.02 J.20 121. 4.84 1.86 Ill. 4.84 1..91
6E6 IC4. 4.75 2...1 IC4. 4.63 2.08 104. 5.00 1.68 134. 5.20 I.9d
GI40. 101. 4.14 7.14 101. 5.07 1.85 101. 3.92 7.11 101. 4.33 2.04
8CYS 124. 4.95 1.47 124. 1.58 2.44 124. 5.91 1.43 124. 5.41 1.8?

CMACE 1. ICIAL 11.7. 4.84 1.4/ 2011. 4.74 1,84 200. 4.16 2.11 2o0. 5.31 1.64
Sf.s I 100. 4.49 1.55 100. 4.05 1.98 LUC. 4.44 2.11 1J0. 4.47 1.75
',f5 2 ICO. 5.19 1.40 100. 5.41 1.70 IUD. 3.89 2.04 100. 5.56 1.51
GIRLS 103. 4.99 1.1,0 103. 4.8! 1.71 103. 3.69 2.02 1113. 5.39 1.52
RCVS 37. 4.70 1.45 91. 4.64 1.96 97. 4.64 2.23 97. 4.93 1.76

ICIAL SES 124. 4.09 1.10 178. 4.15 2.11 328. 4.52 2.01 128. 4.59 1,98
!UAL StS 3C9. 4.9h 1.9 300. 4.36 2.05 310. 4.72 2.01 300. 5.37 1.89

TOTAL G144% 305. 4.41 1.46 305. 4.91 1.92 305. 4.04 2.10 305. 4.94 1.91
ICI AL 11C45 121. 4.67 1.48 321. 4.10 2.24 323. 5.18 1.94 373. 5.42 1.96

,IGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SES 5EX 5ES



GREECE

TAME. PROBLEM NINE

liEP - FOB NRCNG IS

GRCUP RFPCRTFC

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDANO DEVIAlfUNS FOR IAN INDICES.

3NC9A PREMILBM 9, AGGRESSOR RATING.
TFE IACCRESSURI.

FATHEN SCULOING SON FAftifit SCULOING OAUGHTLR MOTHER
511 611

N MEAN S.O. N MEAN S.D. N

SCULL/14G SUN
646

MEAN S.U.

MOTHER

9

SLULUI9G UALIGHTER
525

MLA9 S.O.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 261. 2.09 1.84 103. 2.19 2.07 203. 2.51 2.27 203. 2.?1 1.99
SES 1 ION 2.47 1.98 107. 2.40 1.96 107. 2.73 2.26 107. 7.6? 2.13
SES 2 96. 1.77 1.71 96. 2.37 2.19 96. 2.28 2.27 96. 01 1.89
GIRLS 101. 2.17 1.86 101. 2.60 7.21 101. 2.47 2.13 lul. 2.38 2.08
8CYS IC2. 2.07 1.81 107. 2.18 1.93 102. 2.54 2.32 102. 2.24 1.91

GRACE 6. ICTAL 72S. 1.89 1.47 225. 2.06 1.61 225. 2.02 1.6) 225. 1.84 1.45
SES I 121. 1.08 1.59 121. 2.17 1.64 11I 2.06 1.54 121. 1.95 1.49
SES 2 104. 1.70 1.15 104. 1.96 1.58 104. 1.98 1.12 1)4. 1.74 1.40
GIRLS 101. 2.08 1.60 101. 2.15 1.67 lul. 2.13 1.67 IJI. 2.37 1.62
BGYS 124. 1.70 1.34 124. 1.98 1.54 124. 1.91 1.59 124. 1.62 1.27

GRACE 8, IOTAL 200.. 1.77 1.15 200. 2.09 1.30 200. 1.92 1.22 220. 1.95 1.37
SES 1 ICO. 1.53 1.10 100. 1.79 1.23 100. 1.54 U.90 IJO. 1.85 1.38
SFS 2 ICO. 2.07 1.19 100. 2.38 1.36 100. 2.40 1.54 luO. 2.J5 1.37
GIRLS
PCYS

IC).
97.

1.86
1.69

1.17
1.11

103.
97.

2.14
2.03

1.71
1.39

103.
97.

2.01
1.82

1.37
1.08

133.
97.

2.10
1.80

1.38
1.37

TLTAI. SES I 128. 2.01 1.55 4133. 1.12 1.61 314. 2.11 1.51 318. 2.14 1.66
TIM. SFS 2 101. 1.81 1.42 300. 2.24 1.71 326. 2.19 1.85 320. 1.93 1.55

fCtAL GIRLS 306. 2.04 1.54 305. 2.10 1.70 3J5. 2.71 1.75 325. 1.18 1,69
TETA.. HOY% 321. 1.80 1.43 323. 2.06 1.62 323. 2.09 1.66 121. 1.89 1.51

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE

ROY SCGLOING 'IOM BOY SCULL/19G GIRL GIRL SCOLDING ROY GIRL SCOLDING GIRL
531 523 SS5 565

GRCUP O(PCaTtc MrAN S.O. N MEAN S.D. N MrAN S.U. 9 4189 S.D.

GRACE 4, TGTAL 201. 1.65 1.76 204. 1.71 2.16 2u3. 4.35 2.34 203. 4.19 2.21
SFS I :01. 1.56 1.16 107. 3.66 2.23 107. 3.73 2.28 107. 4.15 7.11
SFS 2 5. 1.76 7.16 96. 3.77 2.49 9h. 4..77 2.41 96. 4.64 2.29
GIRLS 101. 1.41 2.23 101. 4.00 2.32 101. 4.04 7.42 101. 4.2? 2.22
PGYS 10?. 1.41 7.78 107. 3.43 2.40 122. 4.67 2.26 122. 4.57 2.21

GRACE he TCTAL 22's. 3.71 7.07 225. 3.67 1.98 215. 4.03 7.02 /GS. 4.44 1.94
SFS 1 171. 3.4) 2.08 121. 3.44 1.94 Ill. 4.20 7.11 111. 4.15 2.05
SFS 104. 4.01 1.97 104. 3.89 2.01 104. 3.87 1.9) 124. 4.74 1.83
GIRLS 101. 3.17 7.00 101. 4.17 1.92 101. 2.93 1.95 101. 4.30 1.85
BUYS 174. 3.71 2.05 124. 4.1/ 2.04 124. 5.11 2.09 124. 4.58 2.03

GRACE 2, 1C3A1. 7,:0. 3.54 1.61 200. 3.51 1.74 200. 3.76 1.72 200. 4.39 1.56
SFS 1 100. 3.48 1.61 100. 2.84 I65 100. 3.94 1.72 103. 4.11 1.58
SFS 7 160. 1.60 1.61 100. 4.18 1.8? 100. 3.51 1.72 100. 4.07 1.54
GIRLS 101. 1.61 1.64 103. 3.45 1.96 101. 3.79 1.86 103. 4.43 1.61
RCVS /7. 3.47 1.59 97. 3.57 1.92 97. 3.72 1.54 97. 3.75 1.51

fLTAL SFS 128. 3.48 1.95 3241. 3.12 1.94 378. 4.02 2.03 328. 4.14 1.91
T(TA1. SES 2 170. 1.79 1.901 300. 3.94 2.11 300. 4.07 2.02 300. 4.48 1.89

TLTAL GIRLS 105. 3.74 1.96 305. 3.87 1.93 305. 3.59 2.08 3J5. 4.12 1.90
f/TAL HOPS 12). 3.51 1.91 373. 1.19 2.17 323. 4.61 1.98 323. 4.30 1.92

I GN F ICANT EFFI;CTS



lAIXELE

TANAt 44081.34 MIM'

ITEM FOW IIRCNG IS

SUMMARY MEANS

ANOVA PROBLEM 9.
THE I4CGRESSOR1.

ANU STANDAAU DEVIATIONS FUR

AGGRESSOR

PAR INJICLS.

RAIING.

1509 SCOLDING EATMER NOV SCOLDING MOTHER GIRL SCOLDING FATHk417 GIRL 5:0L0IN3 43114633

541 517 549 559

GROUP 48004780 MEAN N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. 4 MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 203. 5.47 2.12 203. 5.64 2.14 203. 5.3P 2.13 103. 5.55 2.01
SES I 107. 5.24 107. 5.19 2.34 107. 5.09 7.12 137. 5.16 2.08
%CS 2 96. 5.69 1. 133 96. 6.09 1.94 46. 5.87 2.14 96. 5.45 1.94
6114L5 101. 5.24 7.17 101. 5.57 2.10 101. 5.36 7.13 ljl. 5.45 2.07
CCYS 'Cl' 5.7C 1.11 102. 5.71 2.19 102. 5.40 2.14 l ..2. 5.66 1.95

GRACE 6. TCTAL 225. 5.71 1.91 225. 6.10 1.64 225. 5.80 1.72 225. 5.66 1.79
SES 1 121. 5.76 10'0 121. 5.05 1.77 121. 5.80 1.64 121.. 5.60 1.69
SES 2 104. 5.65 2.95 104. 6o35 1.51 104. 5.80 1.75 1.... 5.71 1.89
GIRLS 101. 5.71 1.06 101. 6.04 1.53 101. 5.64 1.03 lyl. 5.31 1.87
BOYS 124. 5.70 1.99 124. 6.16 1.75 124. 5.97 1.62 124. 6..:P0 1.72

GRA06 a. rum 200. 5.77 1.05 200. 5.99 1.73 200. 5.64 1.02 21.'0. 5.53 1.71
SES 1 101. 6.03 1.79 10D. 5.05 1.92 100. 5016 1.84 Ia. 5.71 1.73
SOS 2 ICI. 5.52 1.92 100. 6.12 1.55 IJO. 5.43 1.80 I..0. 5.34 1.69
GIRLS 101. 5.74 1.76 103. 6.10 1.64 103. 5.47 1.85 1.'3. 5.45 1.62
PCYS 97. 5.113 1.95 97. 5.48 1.442 97. 5.82 1.79 97. 5.61 1.80

TCTAL SES I 121. 5.68 1.103 328. 5.63 2.01 328. 5.59 1.89 378. 5.49 1.83
ILIAC SFS 7 3CO. 5.62 2.05 30D. 6.19 1.67 300. 5.63 1.90 /JO. 5.67 1.84

IIIAL GIRLS 305. 5.57 1.41 305. 5.90 1.76 3.)5. 5.49 1.93 335. 5.40 1.87
ILIAC acrs 321. 5.73 2.02 321. 5.92 1.92 313. 5.73 1.135 323. 5.76 1.82

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

CMCLP u3.PLRP-0

GRACE 4. TOTAL
53.5 I

SES
GIRT,
PCYS

[RACE A. TCTAL
SES I

Sk%
1IRLS
HOY%

011ACE P. rrrAt.
sos
SES
GIRIS
0085

TCTAL SOS 1

TCTAL SES

IC TAI

ICIA1
GIRL%
PCY%

SIGNIF MAN r EFFECTS

TkACMER SCULOIWip ROY
515

2C1.
IC7.
96.
101.
102.

71/.
121.
IC4.
101.
124.

,!00.

ICO.
IC 1.
97.

MEAN 5.11.

2.31
7.14
2.19
2.21
7.41

1.44
2.05
1.117
1.86
1.02

1.1.4

1.88
1.49
7./k
2.02

2.00
1.19
2.72
1.46
.4.15

1.70
1.74
1.65
1.69
1.11

1.63
1.56
1.69
1.61
1.50

174. 2.05 1.10
309. 7.23 1.46

105. 2.14 1.14
421. 2.15 1.81

SES

TkACHER SCOLDING GIRL

N MEAN 5.0.

203. 2.18 1.93
107. 1.36 1.80
96. 7.01 1.97
101. 7.75 8.93
102. 1.11 1.92

275. 1.96 1.56
121. 1.85 1.33
104. 2.07 1.00
101. 1.12 1.66
124. 1.00 1.47

200. 2.2? 1.41
100. 1.91 1.24
100. 2.63 1.58
103. 2.41 1.45
97. 2.12 1.37

328. 2.04 1.49
300. 1.24 8.7P

305. 1.26 1.60
373. 2.02 1.59

SEX

NOY SCOLDING TEACHER GIRL SCJL0146 TEACHER

557
N MFAN 5.0.

203.
1C7.
96.

102.

775.
121.
104,
101.
124.

2[0.
100.
'CO.
103.
97.

5.41
5.25
5.57
5.55
5.26

5. 1N
5.46
5.30
5.44
5.11

5.16
5.31
4.99
4.90
4.42

2.15
2.04
2.76
207
2.24

2.01
1.93
2.13
1.9?
1.09

1.94
1.94
1.93
1.97
1.90

3214. 5.35 1.97
iCO. 5.29 2.11

105. 5.30 2.01
173. 5.14 7.07

541
.4 RE48 S.U.

203. 1.66 2:02
107. 5.36 2.06
96. 5.96 1.98

101. 5.68 1.95
107. 5.65 2.10

275. 5.61 1.97
121. 5.64 1.83
104. 5.58 2.11
101. 5.24 2.15
124. 5.98 1.79

200. 5.31 1.44
100. 5.80 1.74
100. 4.83 2.14
103. 5.00 1.01
97. 5.63 1.87

328. 54160 1.401
300. 5,46 2.00

305. 5.31 7.04
323. 5.75 1.97

SEX



GREECE

TABLED PROBLEM NINE

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIAIIUNS FOR PAR INDICES.

ANUVA PROBLEM 9, AGGRESSOR RATING.
ITEM EOM WRCNG IS TPE 14CGRESSORI

GRCUP REPCRTED

POLICEMAN

N

scuLoimn BOY
519

MEAN S.D.

POLICEMAN SCOLDING GIRL
537

N MEAN S.D.

EIIY SCULUING POLICEMAN
563

N MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING POLICEMAN
551

N MEAN S.D.

(RACE 4, TCTAL 203. 2.37 2.07 203. 2.47 2.11 203. 5.17 2.21 203. 5.40 2.09
SES 1 107. ,.57 1.43 107. 2.46 2.03 107. 5.16 2.00 107. 5.22 1.94
SES 2 96. 2.37 2.20 96. 2.44 2.20 96. 5.14 2.42 96. 5.59 2.24
GIRLS 101. 2.15 1.R4 101. 2.58 2.17 ICI. 5.25 2.11 101. 5.33 2.07
BOYS 102. 2.54 2.29 102. 2.36 2.06 102. 5.10 2.11 102. 5.48 2.11

GRACE 6, TCTAL 225. 2.11 1.64 225. 2.24 1.77 225. 5.17 2.01 225. 5.54 1.86
SES I 121. 2.10 1.60 121. 2.13 1.77 121. 5,23 1.49 121. 5.56 1.79
5E5 2 104. 2.13 1.68 104. 2.36 1.77 104. 5.12 7.03 104. 5.52 1.93
GIRLS 103. 2.29 1.76 101. 2.26 1.74 ICL. 5.50 1.82 101. 5.2P 1.94
4035 124. 1.93 1.52 124. 2.23 1.81 124. 4.85 2.20 124. 5.79 1.78

GRACE 9, TCTAL 200. 7.34 1.64 200. 2.54 1.65 200. 5.C7 1.78 2G0. 5.10 1.84
SES 1 ICO. 2.39 1.79 100. 2.60 1.52 100. 5.08 1.89 100. 5.14 1.73
SES 2 1C0. 2.2A 1.50 100. 2.48 1.78 100. 5.06 1.67 100. 5.06 1.95
GIRLS 103. 2.59 1.41 103. 2.84 1.78 103.

45.82:

1.69 103. 4.1313 1.91
BOYS 97. 2.08 1.47 97. 2.24 1.52 1.87 97. 5.11 1.71

TCTAL SES 1 329. 2.29 1.77 124. 2.40 1.77 328. 5.16 1.96 328. 5.31 1.82
TCTAL SFS 7 300. 2.26 1.79 300. 2.44 1.92 3C0. 5.12 2.04 300. 5.19 2.04

TCTAL GIRLS 305. 2.35 1.81 305. 2.56 1.90 305. :.21 1.87 305. 5.17 1.98
TCTAL BOYS 323. 2.20 1.16 323. 2.28 1.79 323. 5.07 2.13 323. 5.53 1.89

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS



GREECE

TABLEt PROIRIN THIRTEEN
SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD OEVIAIIONS FOR PAN INDICES.

46094 PROBLEM 13, VICTIM RATING.
1111, - 1.01, 6AONG IS THE IVICTIM1.

GRCUP PERCRIE0

FATHER HITTING
540

N NEAN

SON

S.D.

FATHER HITTING DAUGHTER
530

N MEAN S.D.

NUTTIER HITTING SON
554

N MLAN S.O.

morNut HITTING DAUGHTER
422

MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 203. 4.52 2.17 203. 4.67 2.00 203. 4.55 2.28 233, 4.57 2.12%CS 1 IC7. 4.47 2.12 107. 4.55 1.99 107. 4.33 2.22 1u7. 4.53 2.05SES 2 96. 4.59 1.22 96. 4.78 2.01 96. 4.77 2.35 96. 4.61 2.19GIRLS 101. 4.22 1098 101. 4.28 1.93 101. 4.39 2.17 101. 4.42 1.49BcyS 102. 4.83 2.36 102. 5.05 2.07 102. 4.71 2.40 4.72 2.26

GRACE 6. TCTAL 225. 4.61 2.02 225. 4.79 1.92 225. 4.92 1.95 225. 5.04 1.85SES 1 121. 4.8.1 1.91 121. 4.99 1.63 121. 5.18 1.91 5.15 IOUSES 2 104. 4.35 2.14 104. 4.59 2.00 104. 4.65 1.99 104. 4.93 1.92GIRLS 101. 4.63 2.01 101. 4.58 1.89 101. 5.06 1.88 131. 4.611 1.92BOYS 124. 4.60 2.0) 124. 5.00 1.95 124. 4.78 2.02 124. 5.40 1.78

GRACE 8, TOTAL 200. 4.62 1.66 200. 4.44 1.70 200. 4.63 1.69 200. 4.79 1.59SES I ICO. 5.16 1.61 100. 5.10 1.68 100. 5.13 1.49 130. 5.22 1.56SES 2 ICI. 4.08 1.65 100. 3.77 1.72 100. 4.14 1.90 100. 4.06 1.63GIRLS 103. 4.54 1.69 101. 4.58 1.66 103. 4.66 1.63 133. 4.86 1.50BOYS 91. 4.69 1.63 97. 4.29 1.74 97. 4.60 1.76 97. 4.72 1.69

TCTAL SES I 328. 4.84 1.90 328. 4.88 1.83 328. 4.88 1.87 328. 4.96 1.80TCTAL SE5 2 300. 4.33 2.00 300. 4.38 1.91 3u0. 4.52 2.08 300. 4.63 1.91

TCTAL GIRLS
TCTAL Boys

3051
323.

4.46
4.71

1.89
2.01

305.
323.

4.48
4.78

1.82
1.92

305.
323.

4.70
4.70

1.89
2.06

825.
323.

4.65
4.95

1.80
1.91

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SES

MLR PEPCRIFO

BOY HITTING BOY
516

MEAN S.O.

BOY

N

HITTING GIRL
562

MEAN S.D.

GIRL HITTING BOY
514

N MEAN S.D.

3181

N

HITTING
548

MEAN

GIRL

S.O.

CRAIG 4. TOTAL 20S. 3.24 2.74 203. 3.32 2.19 203. 2.61 2.08 203. 2.99 2.19
SES I 3.44 7.17 107. 3.07 2.12 107. 2.75 1.93 137. 2.95 2.06
SES 2 96. 1.04 2.11 96. 3.57 2.27 96. 7.47 2.22 96. 3.24 2.33
IIRLS 101. 3.25 2.10 101. 2.78 1.95 101. 2.86 2.19 101. 2.87 2.15
DOYS 102. 3.23 2.31 102. 3.86 2.43 102. 2.36 1.96 162. 3.12 2.24

GRACE 6. TCTAL 225. 1.13 1.82 275. 3.49 2.09 225. 2.63 1.71 225. 2.69 1.96
SES I 121. 3.17 1.83 121. 3.74 2.12 121. 2.67 1.79 121. 2.72 1.97
5E5 2 104. 3.09 1.01 104. 3.25 2.06 104. 2.59 1.62 104. 3.27 1.96
GIRLS 101. 3.31 1.78 101. 2.73 1.75 101. 3.32 2.06 121. 2.62 1.95
BOYS 124. 2.95 1.86 124. 4.25 2.43 124. 1.94 1.35 124. 2.97 1.98

GRACR It TOTAL 200. 1.16 1.60 200. 3.25 1.72 200. 3.13 1.94 200. 3.44 1.76
S.PS I

SES 2 1CO.
1.17
1.14

1.65
1.56

100.
100.

3.48
3.01

1.72
1.72

100.
WO.

3.04
3.61

1.95
1.94

100.
IOU.

3.14
3.14

1.59
1.93

GIRLS 103. 1.06 1.60 103. 6.33 1.81 103. 3.82 1.92 103. 3.64 1.92
ROY% 97. 3.26 1.60 97. 3.16 1.64 97. 1.113 1.96 47. 3.24 1.63

TCTAL SES 1 WM. 1.26 1.80 328. 3.43 1.99 328. 2.82 1.89 128. 2.94 1.87
TCTAL 51.5 2 303. 1.09 1.89 300. 3.28 2.02 300. 2.89 1.93 300. 3.28 2.07

TCTAL GIRLS 305. 3.21 1.83 /05. 2.95 1.84 305. 3.33 2.06 325. 3.11 2.02TCTAL BOYS 371. 3.14 1.94 32?. 3.76 2.17 323. 2.38 1.76 323. 3.11 1.94
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

GRADE SEX



GREECE

TAKE, MUM THIRTEEN
SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD aviAtilms FDA PAM 148111E8.

ANOVA PROMO' 1St
ITER - QM 40LNG 13 /PI 1910181.

VICTIM WM.

como REPCNIED

FATHER SCOLDING SON

N MEAN S.U.

FATHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER
S34

N MEAN S.D.

RUINER SCOLDING SON
546

N MEAN S.D.

NOTHLR

N

SCULUING OAJGHIER
526

MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, ICIAL 203. 4.81 2.04 203. 4.78 1.99 203. 4.81 2.12 24:0. 4.17 1.90
SES 1 1C7. 4.41 2.10 107. 4.63 2.05 107. 4.46 2.19 107. 4.37 2.05
SFS 96. 5.15 1.99 96. 4.93 1.94 96. 5.16 2.06 96. 5.17 1.76
C1111.5 101. 4.51 1.95 101. 4.34 1.99 101. 4.63 2.11 131. 4.54 1.91
BOYS 102. 5.18 2.13 102. 5.23 2.00 102. 4.99 2.14 1U.. 5.1/0 1.90

GRACE 6, OCTAL 225. 5.05 1.78 225. 5.05 1.74 225. 5.25 1.75 225. 5.38 1.79
SOS 1 121. 4.67 1.93 121. 5.11 1.17 121. 5.20 1.73 121. 5.39 1.85
SfS 2 104. 5.22 1.62 104. 4.98 1.70 104. 5.30 1.76 1A. 5.07 1.74
GIRLS 101. 4.91 1.84 101. 4.68 1.77 101. 5.16 1.73 101. 4.93 1.79
8035 124. 5.19 1.71 124. 5.41 1.70 124. 5.33 1.76 124. 5.23 1.83

GRACE 4. TCTAL 2C0. 4.80 1.69 200. 4.75 1.71 200. 5.14 1.57 200. 4.92 1.51
SES 1 1CO. 5.03 1.66 100. 5.02 1.60 1U0. 5.34 1.52 100. 4.93 1.66
SES 2 100. 4.57 1.72 100. 4.48 1.62 10D. 4.94 1.61 100. 4.92 1.3$
GIRLS 103. 4.78 1.51 101. 4.81 1.58 M. 4.95 1.88 133. 4.98 1.63
RUTS 97. 4.82 1.57 97. 4.66 1.83 97. 5.33 1.58 97. 4.87 1.45

TCTAL SES 1 328. 4.81 1.90 320. 4.92 1.87 328. 5.00 1.82 328. 4.80 1.85
TCTAL SES 2 )C0. 4.98 1.76 300. 4.80 1.75 300. 5.13 1.81 300. 5.35 1.63

OCTAL GIRLS 105. 4.73 1.07 305. 4.62 1.78 305. 4.91 1.81 305. 4.82 1.76
OCTAL 90Y5 323. 5.06 1.01 323. 5.10 1.84 323. 5.22 1.82 323. 5.03 1.72

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SEX

ROY SCOLDING 103 BOY SCOLOING GIRL GIRL SCOLOING BOY GIRL SCOLDING GIRL
532 524 556 566

GRCUP PEPCRIE0 3 MEAN S.O. N MEAN S.D. N KLAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

CRACE 4, ICIAL 2C3. 3.36 2.09 203. 3.28 2.11 203. 3.08 2.16 203. 3.18 2.18
SES 1 107. 3.37 2.08 107. 3.17 2.01 107. 3.20 2.09 147. 3.17 2.15
SE% 2 96. 3.35 2.11 96. 3.39 2.20 96. 2.97 2.23 46. 3.19 2.21
GIRLS 101. 3.03 1.98 101. 2.74 1.92 001. 3.49 2,20 IA. 3.38 2.02
IICYS 102. 3.69 7.21 102. 3.42 2.29 102, 2.64 2.11 102. 3.18 2.33

MIL: 8. TCTAL 225. 3.64 1.97 225. 3.73 2.06 225. 3,53 2.02 215. 1.51 2.04
SES 1 121. 3.95 2.02 121. 3.84 1.96 121. '645 2.12 121. 3.49 2.15
SE1 2 104. 3.41 1.92 104. 3.62 2.16 104. 3.81 1.93 104. 3.53 1.93
GIRLS 101. 5.74 1.99 101. 3.17 1.99 101. 4.11 2.05 131. 3.39 1.89
BOYS 124. 3.61 2.C4 124. 4.29 2.11 124. 2.55 2.00 114. 3.64 2.19

GRACE 8, TCTAL 2C0. 3.59 100 200. 3.77 1.65 200. 3.79 1.75 200. 3.46 1.48
SOS I ICI. 3.35 1.58 100. 4.07 1.55 100. 3.43 1.84 600. 3.15 1.50
SOS 2 1C0. 3.h2 1.62 100. 3.47 1.74 100. 4.14 1.66 100. 3.77 1.46
GIRLS 103. 3.45 1.64 103. 4.07 1.63 103. 3.91 1.77 M. 3.38 1.5J
ROTS 91. 3.72 1.56 97. 3.40 1.66 97. 3.66 1.73 97. 3.54 1.46

ICIAL SES 1 328. 3.56 1.89 328. 3.69 1.84 328. 3.36 2.01 328. 3.27 1.93
OCTAL SES 2 500. 3.51 1.88 300. 3.49 2.03 300. 3.64 1.94 300. 3.50 1.87

ICIAL GIRLS 305. 3.41 1.84 305. 3.32 1.85 305. 4.04 2.01 135o 3.18 1.81
OCTAL POTS 123. 3.67 1.94 323. 3.06 2.03 323. 2.96 1.94 313. 3.49 1.99

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SEX
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ITER MM MNGNG IS

TADLE1 PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIAIIDNS FOR

ANCVA PRORLFM 130 VICTIM RATING.
114 191C1101.

NOV SCOLDING FAIPLN NUT SCOLDING MOTHER

FAA INDICES.

&SOIL 5C0LUING PATHhR q141 SLAVING MOIMLN
542 518 560 ..463

GRCLP REFTRTED N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N MLAN S.D. 1184N S.D.

GRACE 4, TCTAL
SES I

SES
GIRLS

203.
107.
96.
101.

2.38
2.38
2.39
2.44

2.14
2.04
7.26
2.1i

203.
107.
96.
101.

2.15
2.51
1.74
2.32

1.94
2.09
1.79
1.95

203.
107.
'96.

101.

7.)5
2.40
2.30
2.33

2.02
1.99
2.06
1.97

203.
1J7.
46.
101.

2.26
2.46
2.16
2.28

2.01
2.03
1.99
1.97

ICES 102. 2.12 2.16 102. 1.99 1.93 102. 2.36 2.07 132. 2.24 2.05

GRACE 6, TCTAL 275. 2.17 1.12 225. 1.78 1952 275. 2.20 1.77 725. 2.27 1.83
SES I

SOS 2
111.
104.

2.04
2.11

1.78
1.87

121.
104.

1.116

1.70
1.55
1.48

121.
104.

2.13
2.28

1.80
1.74

121.
104.

2.20
2.33

1.82
3.613

GIRLS 101. 2.18 1.70 101. 1.79 1.51 101. 2.22 1.67 1.31. 2.43 1.84
8083 124. 2.16 1.87 124. 1.76 1.52 124. 2.19 1.87 124. 2.10 1.81

GRACE R. TCTAL 200. 2.5) 1.92 200. 1.84 1.53 200. 2.61 1.66 260. 2.46 1.59
SES 1 ICU. 1.97 1.79 100. 1.72 1.55 1100. 2.34 1.75 103. 1.87 1.25
SES 2 1C0. 3.08 2.06 100. 1.96 1.51 IOC. 3.14 1.97 305 1.93
GIRLS 103. 2.73 2.00 103. 1.88 1.45 103. 1.67 1.86 103. 2.53 1.62
OCTS .97. 2.33 1.85 92. 1.80 1.60 97. 2.56 1.86 47. 2.41 1.56

ICTEL SES I 328. 2.11 1.87 328. 2.05 1.73 328. 2.21 1.85 328. 2.14 1.20
TOTAL SES 2 4CO. 2.59 7.06 300. 1.80 1.59 300. 2.57 1.92 1.51 1.92

%TA/. GIRLS 305. 2.45 1.97 305. 2.00 1.64 305. 2.41 1.93 335. 2.40 1.81
MTN! ICES 323. 2.27 1.96 373. 1.85 1.68 323. 2.37 1.93 323. 2.25 1.81

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SES

GRCLP REPC11E0

TEACHER

N

SCOLDING ROY
516

MEAN S.D.

ItACHER SCOLDING GIRL
320

N MEAN S.O.

80V SCOLDING TEACHER
558

N MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING 'TEACHER
544

N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 2C1. 4.82 7.11 203. 4.90 1.92 203. 2.33 2.03 203. 1.25 1.98SES I 107. 4.79 1.96 107. 4.66 1.86 IC?. 2.41 2.02 107. 2.43 1.965E5 2 96. 4.96 2.27 96. 5.15 1.98 06. 2.24 2.04 96. 2.07 2.00GIRLS 101. 5.00 1.92 101. 4.63 1.84 101. 2.34 1,92 101. 2.17 1.89POVS 102. 4.75 2.31 102. 5.18 2.01 102. 2.31 2.13 102. 2.32 2.06

GRACE 6, TCTAL 225. 5.26 1.11 225. 5.09 1.75 225. 2.58 1.98 225. 209 2.07SES 1
SE5 2

121.
104.

5.25
5.26

1.11
1.11

121.
104.

5.08
5'4,09

1.64
1.86

121.
104.

2.42
2.74

1.94
2.03

121.
104.

2.47
2.70

2.05
2.09GIRLS 101. 5.07 1.81 101. 4.73 1.61 101. 2.54 1.95 101. 2.91 2.20OCVS 124. 5.50 1.61 124. 5.44 1.70 124. 2.62 2.01 124. 1.27 1.9)

GRACE II, TCTAL 200. 4.84 1.65 200. 4.85 1.4A 2C0. 2.74 WO 200. 2.79 1.91SE5 1 1CO. 5.14 1.72 100. 4.94 1.56 1C0. 2.18 1.511 100. 2.14 1.68SES 2 ICO. 4.54 1.58 100. 4.15 1.40 100. 3.30 2.02 100. 3.45 2.14GIRLS 104. 4.64 1.64 103. 4.89 1.54 103. 2.94 1.46 103. 3.12 1.98PGIS 97. 5.04' 1.66 97. 4.80 1.43 97. 2.54 1.64 914. 2.47 1.84

TOTAL SES I 328. 5.06 1.80 328. 4.89 1.69 328. 2.14 1.84 128. 2.34 1.90TCTAL 5E5 2 103. 4.92 1.85 300. 4.99 1.75 100. 2.74 2.03 300. 2.74 2.08

TOTAL GIALS 405. 4039 1.79 305. 4.76 Loll 405. 2.61 1.44 305. 2.73 2.01TOTAL 11::15 324. 5.09 1.146 323. 5.14 1.71 121. 2.49 1.93 121. 2.15 1.44
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE
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TABLE: PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD OEVIATIONS FOR PAR INOICES.

ITEM POW WRCNG IS

GRCUP REPIRTEC

ANOVA PROBLEM 13,
TIE IVICTIM).

FOLICEMAN SCOLDING SOY
520

N MEAN S.D.

VICTIM RATING.

POLICEMAN SCOLOING GIRL 80Y SCOLDING POLICEMAN
538 564

N MEAN 5.0. N MEAN 5,0.

GIRL SCOLDING POLICEMAN
552

N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 203. 4.86 2.06 203. 4.84 1.96 203. 2.65 2.09 203. 2.33 2.02
SES I

SES 2
IC?.
96.

4.80
4.93

1.96
2.15

107.
96.

4.58
5.09

1.89
2.03

107.
96.

2.4?
2.89

1.92
2.77

107. 2.36
1:0;96.

GIRLS 101. 4.73 1.90 101. 4.51 1.88 101. 2.30 1.83 101. 2.50 2.13
DOTS 102. 4.99 2.21 102. 5.16 2.04 102. 2.92 2.36 202. 2.1? 1.91

GRACE 6. TCTAL 225. 4.97 1.82 225. 4.84 1.74 225. 2.56 1.80 225. 2
SES I 121. 5.14 1.82 121. 4.98 1.68 121. 2.29 1.74 121. 2.4111:::
SES 2 104. 4.80 1.82 104. 4.71 1.80 104. 2.82 1.87 104. 2.66 1.93
GIRLS 101. 4.76 1.06 101. 4.67 1.71 101. 2.47 1.55 101. 2.69 1.90
ACTS 124. 5.19 1.77 124. 5.01 1.78 124. 2.70 2.05 124. 2.37 1.89

GRACE 8. TOTAL
SOS I

SES 2

200.
ICO.
1CO.

4.65
4.59
4.70

1.65
1.77
..54

200.

100.

4.43

4.44

1.68
1.72
1.64

2C0.
100.
ICO.

2.87
2.60
3.13

1.73
1.60
1.87

200. 2.89 :.:61

10g: 23:tt 1.98
GIRLS 103. 4.61 1.73 103. 4.34 1.73 103. 3.11 1.02 103. 3.17 2.00
BOYS 97. 4.68 1.58 97. 4.52 1.64 2.63 1.65 97. 2.61 1.63

TCTAL SES I

ICT'L SES 2
328.
3C0.

4.84
4.81

1.85
1,84

328.
300.

4.66
4.75

1.76
1.82

_328..
300.

2.44
2.95

1.75
2.00 80. 2.471

1.82328.
2.7 1.99

TCTAL GIRLS 305. 4.70 1.83 305. 4.51 1.77 305. 2.64 1.73 305. 2.79 2.0/
TCTAL ewes 323. 4.95 1.86 323. 4.90 1.82 123. 2,j5 2.02 323. 2.38 1.81

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SEX .SE3 GRADE SEX
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Introduction

The traditional Indian culture looks upon rwwel love; aggres-
siveness and greed ('Karma,' Krodha' and 'Lobha') as the basic
motivators in human society. This is why the four 'purushaarthas'
emphasize that 'Artha' (economic activity) and 'Kaama' (sexual love)
should be restrained by 'dharrra,' a corpus of duties essential
for the sound social organi7-..tion. TOarmal is literally that
which holds 'a thing together, makes it what it is, prevents it
from breaking up and changing into something else, its character-
istic function, its peculiar property, its fundamental attribute,
its essential nature...' (Bhagawan 1::s I. Pp. 49-50). As
Radhakrishnan explains, "under the concept of 'dharma,' the Hindu
brings the forms and activities which shape and sustain human
life... The principle of 'dharma' rouses us to a recognition of
spiritual realities not by abstention from the world, but by
bringing to its life, its business ('Artha') and its pleasure
('Kaama') the controlling power of spiritual life." (Radha-
krishnan, 1948, Pp. 105-106).

The author of Bhagavad Gita also warns us that the triple
gates to hell consist of lust, aggressiveness and greed (' Kaama,'
'Krodha' and 'Lobha') and enjoins on man to abandon them.
(XVI. 21). The Gita also looks upon a Stitaprajna (a man of
settled intelligence) as one who is free from lust, fear and
aggressiveness. ('Vitaraagabhaya Krodhah' 11.56). It explains
that aggressiveness arises out of the frustration of desire
('Kaamaat Krodhobhi jayate') and aggressiveness leads to be-
wilderment ('Krodhah bhavati Sammohah'), loss of memory and
discrimination and man finally perishes (II. 62-63).

Thus, from the most ancient times Indian tradition has
looked upon uncontrolled lust, aggressiveness and greed as the
agents for man's degradation and destruction.

What is th2 way in which training is given to the child to
control his aggressiveness?

A reference may be made here to a "Subhashita" in Sanskrit*
which is widely current among the well-educated groups. The verse
may be rendered freely into English language as follows:

(One) should fondle (the child the first) five years
For (the next) ten years (one) should discipline (the child)
When the sixteenth year arrives (one) should act
Like a friend in the case of the offspring.

The parents are enjoined to give complete freedom to the

* Lnlnyct panchavarshani
Dasavarshnni tandnyet
Prapte to Shodnse varshe
Putre mitravndacharet
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child to express itself in any manner it likes during the first
five years. At this period love and only love should gui,le the
parent-child relationship. But from the sixth to the fifteenth
year the child should be brought up with stern discipline. From
the sixteenth year onwards he should be treated as an equal and
a friend.

There have been very few studies regarding child-rearing
practices in India. In one study in a North Indian Rajput
village in U.P.*, Minturn and Lambert found that the Indian
mothers are the most permissive in the six cultures they studied.
They also found that 82% of the Indian mothers actually rewarded
the children for mother-directed anger by consoling them during
such outbursts. Only a small minority of Indian mothers retali-
ate when children become aggressive towards them. (Minturn and
Lambert, 1964, Pp. 139-141). This finding confirms the Sanskrit
verse given above. Aggression by the child towards the mother,
when the child is belog five years, is treated as play. There
is no outlook of disciplining the children at this stage. The
Indian mothers are highly permissive. Expressions of anger by
the children towards the mother are not looked upon as defiance
by the children. The traditional Indian society exhibits a pare-
doxial picture. It is a highly authoritarian society but it is
also highly permissive as far as children below five are con-
cerned. This is based on two beliefs: that the children below
five can do no wrong since they have no powers of discrimination;
that the real task of child discipline should start from the
sixth year onwards.

The Rajputs consider that young children are 'pure' and can
coalluit no sin since they cannoi Llisting2isb between good and bad.
It is also believed that until the child acquires the use of
speech, he is not teachable and therefore no demands are made on
him to modify his behavior (Minturn, 1963, Pp. 311-319).

As regards peer-to-peer aggression the results show that
the Indian group neither encourages aggressiveness like the
U.S. group nor discourages it like the Mexican group. Analysis
of the results shows that the Indian group studied is very low
in consistency of obedience training and is in the middle range
as far as expectation of prompt obedience is concerned, while
being at the same time quite high in consistency of aggression
rules (Minturn and Lambert, Pp. 150-153). The investigators

*
Uttra Pradesh; one of the provinces of India.
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note that the Indian mothers believe that young children are in-
capable of anger and that serious aggression occurs only among
adults. Since the fights among children terminate quickly they
are not considered serious enough to -warrant any punitive treat-
ment. (Ibid, p. 160).

Minturn and Lambert have identified two situations in the
training of aggressiveness in children: aggressiveness towards
the mother when she scolds the child and aggressiveness toward
the peer group. In both these cases they have found that Indian
mothers are very permissive. There is no effort to train the
children at this age by being punitive towards the aggressive
enpressions either towards themselves when they scold the child
or towards the peer group. hen children fight with each other,
the mothers tend to scold all the children involved without de-
termining any body's quilt (Ibid, p. 236).

They also report a difference between the parents in aggres-
sion training. !Mile the mothers, as well as fathers, accept
the principle that boys must learn to be aggressive when the
occasion justifies it, the mothers tend to discourage fighting
in the interests of peace in the house and in order to encourage
more 'gentlemanly' behavior in the boys; the Rajput men, on the
other hand, while agreeing with the principle of non-violence,
encourage the sons to "fight for their rights and honour as a
sign of manliness." The group as a whole values emotional con-
trol and generally discourages outbursts of aggressiveness in
any member. Minturn and Lambert report that when hostility
becomes overt, the other members immediately intervene and try
to calm the person. The group prevents the expression of hosti-
lity (Ibid, pp. 237-238).

Thus, this study reveals the following characteristics:

a) It is believed that young children are incapable of
any serious anger; so there is no need to train them
to control their aggressiveness.

b) It is believed that non-violence is more desirable
than aggressiveness.

c) The boys must learn to be aggressive when the occasion
justifies it.

d) The group as a whole prevents the expression of hosti-
lity and violence by interfering and asking the per-
son who has lost control of himself to calm down.

In other words, when the child is aggressive towards the
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mother or towards the peer group, there is no effort to intervene
and prevent the child from being aggressive by taking punitive
measures. But when the older children and adults lose control
over themselves the other members of the group prevent them from
becoming violent and help them to calm down.

Carstairs has also reported his findings regarding aggressive-
ness in another Rajput village in Rajasthan (Carstairs, 1957). He
reports two features in open quarrels among adults when they do
arise: the utter collapse of self-control and the readiness of
'peace-makers' to intervene and urge those who quarrel not to give
way to anger, to control themselves (pp. 46-47). He also reports
that the two basic patterns he found are an inability to trust
anyone and the recognition of the supreme virtue of self-restraint.

Dhirendra Narain also refers to the lack of inhibition of
aggressiveness when an Indian is provoked (Narain,1957). Spratt writes
that the Hindu is more easily provoked to aggression than the
Westerner. Like the quarrels of children, the quarrels between
adults flare up quickly and die down quickly and calm is restored.
Aggression is superficial, provoked by external events and is
subject to a relatively weak internal check unlike the Westerner
whose aggression flows from a deeper source, as analysed by
Freud, the unconscious desire to kill the father (Spratt, 1966,
p. 52). He writes that in the Hindu the aggression is provoked;
it is not in-built as in the Westerner (Spratt, 1966, p. 380).

According to Gokhale while the Vedic Indians were very
warlike, singing praises of the wargod Indra, and given to
sacrificial rituals leading to the slaughter of many animals,
there was a revulsion against war as well as animal sacrifice
in the pre-Buddhist, Upanishadic period. The Upanishads ex-
posed the utter inadequacy of the cult of sacrifice. The con-
cept of non-violence which started in the Upanishadic age
flourished in the fifth century B.C. in the times of Mahavira
and Buddha. But the concept was limited to individual spiri-
tual level. It referred primarily to individual rather than to
collective action. (Gokhale, 1960, Pp. 176-179). The first
Indian to apply the doctrine of non-violence to collective
action was Ashoka who followed non-violence as an official
policy and renounced war in 261 B.C.

But after Ashoka there was a coexistence of the concept
of non-violence as an individual ideal and war as an institu-
tional reality.

It was only in the "twenties of the 20th century that
Gandhi made the concept of non-violence applicable to collec-
tive action once again. He wrote "non-violence is not meant
merely for rishis and saints. It is meant for the common
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people as well. Non-violence is the law of our species as violence
is the law of the brute." (Bose, 1957, p. 149). He identified
war and violence with dictatorship and non-violence with democracy
(Bose, 1957, p. 150). Under Gandhi's leadership non-violence uas
successful in India at the collective level.

Gandhi established Ashrams to train people in individual as
well as collective non-violent action. He said "It is a profound
error to suppose that whilst the law is good enough for individuals,
it is not for masses of mankind" (Bose, 1957, p. 154). He wrote
that training in non-violence is necessary for the individual as
well as the nation (Gandhi, 1960, p. 89). By his writings he
clarified the concept of non-violence. He wrote, "not to hurt any
living thing is no doubt a part of Ahimsa. But it is its least
expression. The principle of Ahimsa is hurt by every evil thought,
by undue haste, by lying, by hatred, by wishing ill to anybody."
(Gandhi, 1945, p. 7).

But since his death there is no evidence to indicate that the
concept has secured deep roots in the Indian mind in the context
of collective action (Gokhale, 1960, p. 194). There is once again
a coexistence of non-violence at the individual level and violence
at the collective level.
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Effect of Status

Inspection of the means of the AAC index; in Table P12 shows
that children, general, look upon the adults as being only "a
little wrong" when they are aggressive to children. This may be
due to the cultural factor in India where a great degree of res-
pect is given to adults, particularly those in the position of
authority,

A. Age Differences

Tables P12 and P16 silo-7s the child's view and poc,r
authority (adults). The children who are victims to adult aggres-
sion are regarded as very wrong. Though the aggressive adults are
also supposed to be wrong T:hen they are scolding or hitting chil-
dren, yet children seem to have formed a conception that adults
punish children only when the latter are wrong. As the children
grow older, they perceive a lesser degree of wrongness in adult
aggression towards the child. Thus, the increase in age and edu-
cation helps the children to understand the child-adult relation-
ship. The children thus recognize the role of the adult authority
in disciplining children and their right to regulate the behavior
of children. Older children look upon adult punishment as being
more legitimate than do younger children. It is interesting to
note that change in grade significantly affects the estimate of
wrongness of the adult aggressor, but does not affect the esti-
mate of wrongness of the child victim. This may be due to the
psychological changes through which children pass at the age of
11 years, or to the feelings of guilt which children usually have
at this pre-adolescent age.

Children also seem to have understood that they must conform
to ths rules and regulations laid down by adult authorities. They
feel that the children who attack adults are "very wrong." How-
ever, the children estimate the least degree of wrongness in the
adults who are victims of the child aggression.

Peer-to-peer aggression is also regarded as wrong., Chil-
dren appear to be of the view that children attack each other
frequently and thus the aggressors and the victims are almost
equally wrong. There are nosignificant differences in the
ratings of the children of the three grades for peer-to-peer
aggression.

Thus, we may summarize that the children feel that adult
aggression is more regulatory than the child aggression. Chil-
dren accept the aggressive behavior of adults but do not approve
of the child's aggression towards adults. This rly also be due
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to the roles of different authorities in the socialization of
children.

B. Sex Differences

Boys and girls seem to be in agreement regarding the degree
of wrongness in the aggressor and victims when there is a conflict
among the children or 'then adults attack children (Figs. P12 and
P16). They also agree on the wrongness of the aggressor in child
to adult aggression, but show a significant difference of opinion
with respect to the wrongness of adult victims of child aggression.
Girls judge adult victims to be more wrong than the boys. Both
boys and girls feel that adult victims are relatively innocent;
but girls asserted this more than the boys. Both sexes agree that
the agsressive children are very wrong.

C. SES Differences

Responses of the children of the two SES groups differ
significantly only with respect to the wrongess of a child
attacking an adult. Children of the higher SES judge a higher
degree of wrongness in the children attacking adults than those
of the lower SES. Thus, the children of the higher SES seem to
have more respect for adults and accept their authority more
than those of lower SES. (See Table P12 and Fig. P12 SES).

There is a Sex x SES interaction for the aggressor ratings
of adults attacking children. Girls of the loner SES and boys
of the higher SIRS judge a higher degree of wrongness in the adult
*.rho is attacking a child than that estimated by the higher SES
girls and the lower SES boys. Thus, girls of the middle class
seem to be more submissive to the adult authority than the boys,
while the reverse is true for lower class children.

No SES differences appear for any of the victim's ratings.
(See Table P16 and P16 SES).

D. Interview

In response to the question whether the rules are the same
for adults and children (A. 12,13,14), only four children out of
the sixty interviewed said that the rules are the same and the
remaining said that some rules are the same and some are differ-
ent. (See Table IVB). Thus, they perceive that there are two
sets of rules one to which the children should conform and the
other to which the adults should conform. Thus, practically the
whole group, irrespective of sex, SES and age look upon the adults
as having their own rules. (See also Table IVE).
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When they were asked to specify the rules which are different
between adults and children, nearly half of the group again refer-
red to the rules of the family and nearly a third referred to the
rules of the school, indicating that the adults have a different
role to play at home and in the school giving rise to different
rules for adults and children. Nearly half of them referred to
difference in age and status as being responsible for the difference
in the rules between adults and children. More than one-third of
the children referred to differences in the community, city and
government rules as between adults and children. (See Table IVD).

On the whole the children appear to perceive that the age
and status roles differenciate between adults and children more
than the sex roles between boys and girls.

The child was asked if he always gets caught if he breaks
a rule. (See Table VITA). More than a third of the group said
that they get caught and nearly half that they get caught some-
times when they break a rule. More boys than girls and more
middle class children than loner class state that they get caught.
On the other hand, more girls than boys and slightly more lower
class children than middle class tell that they get caught some-
times. Only seven children out of sixty, practically all boys
and all belonging to lower class asserted that they never get
caught. Thus, most middle class children state that they get
caught. Among those who escape many are from the lower class.
While middle class boys say that they generally get caught,
middle class girls say that they sometimes get caught.

In response to the question whether some children get away
with breaking rules, nearly three quarters assert that they some-
times manage to get away with it. Forty-three children stated
that clever and smart children escape the consequences of non-
compliance with the rules. But these children did not specify
the nature of the rules which are usually violated. Only 3 chil-
dren were of the view that children escape non-corpliance with
rules when circumstances permit them to do so. However, 5 chil-
dren reported categorically that children do not escape the con-
sequences of non-compliance with rules. (See Table VIIB).

Neither sel. nor social class influence these judgements.
When they were asked whether some adults get away with breaking
rules (See Table VIIC), more than half of the group said that
they do sometimes. Here, though there was no influence of sex,
more middle class children than lower class children gave this
answer.

Thus, in a broad way it may be said that very few children
feel that either children or adults can get away with it often
when they break a rule. In response to another question more
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than half the interviewers said that children get away with rule
breaking more often than adults can.

Out of a group of sixty children interviewed, 34 asserted
that children escape the consequences of non-compliance with
rules more easily than the adults. Only 11 children were of
the opinion that the adults escape the conseqUences of non-
compliance with rules more easily hart the children. Another
eleven stated that children do not "get away with" breaking
rules more easily than the adults. (See Table VIIE).

Effect of Status and Role

A. Age Differences

Tables P10 and P14 show the variations in the estimate of
wrongness of the adults who are scolding children and of the
victim children for the various adult figures. The various
adult authorities are reported to be wrong in varying degrees.
Children of all the three grades estimated that policemen
scolding children are more wrong than teachers or parents.

The estimate of wrongness in the aggressors shows signi-
ficant linear variations from grade to grade in judgements of
wrongness of parents, teachers and policemen scolding children.
As the children grow older they estimate a lesser degree of
wrongness for all three authorities.

With respect to parents scolding children we observe that
adult aggressor ratings shows a linear decrease from grade four
to grade eight. There is a similar linear decrease reagrding
the ratings of teachers scolding children. As regards judge-
ments of the wrongness of the policeman we find a decrease from
grade four to grade but there is no difference between grade
stt and grade eight.

The victims ratings show a significant curvilinear age
change for the parents-scold-children index. Similar but non-
significant changes occur for the comparable teachers and
policemen indices. (See Table P14). Children of grade six
estimate a higher degree of wrongness in the child victims
than those of grades four and eight.

Child-to-adult verbal aggression is regarded as "very
wrong." Thus, adults' verbal aggression is s ''cially accepted
by the children but they also realize that children do not
have any right to show serious resentment toward adults.
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In the situations in which children scold adults, we observe
that ratings are practically the same; when children scold parents,
teachers or the policemen. Here again 're notice that child aggres-
towards policemen is rated belo'7 five in all the three grades in
contrast to the ratings of above five with respect to child aggres-
sion towards the parents and teacher.

The adults who are subjected to child's verbal aggression
are rated more wrong than those adults who sco!.ded children. It
may be due to children's ambivalent feelings towards authorities.
With increased age and education child-to-adult aggression tends
to be rated as more wrong; while judgements of the degree of
wrongness of adult victims de:reases. However, the only signifi-
cant age difference for these victims ratings is a curvilinear
difference for the parents scold children index. As with the
aggressor ratings, the sixth grade children are high. There are
no significant age differences for any of the child-to-child
indices.

B. Sex Differences

No sex differences appear for any of the ratings of the
adults scolding children. The estimate of wrongness in the
child-to-adult aggressive behavior by boys and girls differs
significantly only with respect to victims. Both boys and
girls reported that children scolding adults are very wrong.
Boys tend to assert this to a greater degree than girls but
the differences are not significant. Girls, on the other
hand, judged adult victims of child aggression to be more wrong
than boys, in judgements of policemen to parents and teachers.
Thus, girls as compared to boys seem to have a higher degree of
resentment towards aggressive adults. (See Table P14).

C. SES Differences

The responses of the children of the two SES groups differ
significantly in judgements of parents and policemen scolding
children. Lower class children feel that the parents and police-
men are more "wrong," than children of the middle class. (See

Table P10).

There is a significant Sex x SES interaction for the aggres-
sor ratings of teachers scolding children. The low SES girls and
the high SES boys judge a higher degree of wrongness in the tea-
cher's verbal aggression trprards children than that estimated
by low SES boys and high SES girls. Similar interactions for the
parents and policemen's ratings approach significance. Thus, the
low SES girls are more incl.ined to judge adult aggression as more
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wrong, than the low SES boys, but in the higher SES boys are rivtre
bold and give expression to their resentment against the adult
aggression while girls are more inhibited.

The degree of perceived wrongness in the verbal aggression
of child to parents, teachers and policemen differ significantly
for the two SES groups. Lower SES children judge the children
'rho are scolding parents, teachers and policemen to be less wrong
than the middle SES children. Children scolding parents are re-
ported to be the worst by the children of middle class, folloed
by children -11.o scold teachers. But lower SES children judge chil-
dren /ho scold teachers as the torst foliated by those who scolded
parents.

Policemen being scolded by children are seen as the rorst of
the adult victims by the children of both the SES groups, dth
parents ranked second for later class children, thile in the mid-
dle class teachers are ranked second. Thus, the children of lo-er
SES feel that to scold a policeman is not so very -irong; but to
scold a teacher or parent is very trong. Children of the middle
class feel that to scold parents is torst. With respect to parents
teachers and policemen, the victim and aggressors ratings are more
different for the middle class children than larer class children.
Children of the two SES groups do not differ much tith respect to
their judgements of wrongness of the teacher and policeman who
are victims of the children.

D. Interview

When asked to cite which rules are different for adults and
children, 43% of the Indian children said that rules vary for
people of different age and status, ile 35% cited rules of the
family. Rules of the school and government were not usually men-
toned in answer to this question. (See Table IVD). When asked
what rules are the same for adults and children 47% of the chil-
dren cited rules of the family 38% cited rules of the city
or government. Rules of the school and serious rules rere never
mentioned by Indian children as being the same for adults and
children. (See Table IVE). These findings indicate considerable
disagreement among Indian children concerning lether rules of the
family are the same or different for adults and children. The
primary basis for this difference of opinion seems to be the
child's sex. Fourty-three percent of the boys vs. 27% of the
girls say that family rules are different for adults and children.
On the other hand, 50% of the boys vs. 43% of the girls say they
are the same. The responses of the boys, on this issue, are ob-
viously inconsistent. Perhaps they feel that some family rules
are the same and some are different for parents and children.
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Children ',ere asked to specify the persons -,ho can make them
Collo' rules. (See Table VIA). Nearly three-quarters of the chil-
dren specified father and mother. In both cases more girls than
boys specified the individual parents. There was hardly any dif-
ference between the tuo socio-economic groups, nor was there any
difference based on grane. More than half of the group specified
the teacher as a person capable of enforcing rules. For this
judgement there was no influence of sex or grade but there was
some influence of social claw, more children from the lower status
homes mentioned the teacher than children from middle status homes.
More than a third of the group sp.!cified government'officials,
and less than a third specified the police. It is Jignificant that
most of the children ho specified the policemen :ere from the mid-
dle status homes. One would have thought that the children from
lower SES homes would took upon the policeman as the enforcer of
rules more than the children from middle SES homes. It is a pity
that this was not identified at the time of the interview and so
no attempt was made to unler5tand the reason for this difference
between the two socio-economic groups, in their attitude towards
the policeman. Only three children out of the sixth mentioned
'self' as the enforcer of rules, two of whom were girls, ono from
the lower and the other from the middle group and the third was
a boy from the middle group. Not a single child mentioned the
relatives as rule enforcers.

Thus, the rule enforcers are perceived to be the parents,
both fathers and mothers, girls referred to them more than the
boys. The next most important person cited I: the teacher. This
is in agreement with the cultural expectations which specify the
mother, father and the teacher as the most important persons, who
should be regarded as "gods," inspite of the prevalence of joint
family system which is an important legal concept and also a
social :_cncept.

Another question was asked requiring the children to specify
who cannot mak them follow the rules. (See Table VIII). There
is the pervasive notion that peers cannot make you follo. a rule,
since no Indian children gave this answer. Ago is the most im-
portant factor in this ,7:oncept. Indian children believe that
only older persons can make them follow rules not their peers.
This appears to be the compliment of the cultural requirement
requiring the young to respect the aged.

The children -ore asked to spe,:iiy who is the worst person
to be punished by, the father, mother, teacher or the policeman.
(See Table IXA). Nearly t4o-third:: of the group specified that
it is the worst to be punished by the policeman. More hoys than
Arls and more children from the' leaser- cla!is than Isom the midd:-

class specify the policeman. Only on -sixth of the children refer
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to the teacher; here practically all come from the middle status
group. While for the middle status group, the teacher comes next
to the policeman, for the lower status group, the father comes
next to the policeman. These are the results when the first
choice was taken into account.

On the basis of the last choice it was tound that nearly
half the group indicate the mother, more girls than boys, ir-
respective of social class. Father, teacher and policeman are
indicated to the same extent, about one-eighth of the group
cites each of these figures. Thus, the most humiliating person
is to be punished by the policeman and the least humiliating is
the mother. (See Table IXB).

Another question was asked to indicate which is the worst
offence for the child, to punish the father, mother, teacher or
policeman. (See Table IXC). More than a third of the children
said that it is worst for them to punish the father. This res-
ponse was given more by boys than by girls irrespective of the
social class. The same number said that it is the worst to
punish the mother, here the girls responded more than the boys,
again irrespective of the social class. Thus, the boys feel it
is worst to punish one's father and girls feel it is worst to
punish the mother.

When the last choice was analysed the results revealed that
nearly three-quarters of the group said that it is not so very
bad to punish the policeman, irrespective of sex and social class.
Thus, boys as well as girls, children from middle as well as lower
status homes feel that it is the least wrong to punish a policeman
when there is an opportunity. (S^e Table IXD).

Effect of Action

A. Age Differences

Children in grade four do not differentiate between the zt-ong-

ness of scolding and hitting by parents, but sixth and eighth
graders report that hitting is more wrong than scolding. (See

Table rio). Nevertheless, the judgements of the wrongneFs of
parental hitting decreases significantly as they grow older, but
not as steeply as their judgements of the wrongness of scolding.

The only grade difference for the victims ratings concerns
the curvilinear offct for parents scolding children, already
reported. (See Tablo P14).
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A majority of the children use the low end of the scale when
rating the wrongness of victims and the upper end when rating the
wrongness of aggressors.

Turning to the results of individual pictures (Tables P9 and
P13) we find that, as regards the parent-to-child physical aggres-
sion, there are significant grade differences with respect to
father-hitting-son and mother-hitting-son and daughter. (See

Table P9). For the father-hitting-daughter index the responses
of the children show significant interactions between grades and
both sex and SES. The children of grade four estimated a higher
degree of wrongness for father and mother-hitting-son and mother-
hitting-daughter. We have seen earlier that these children viewed
scolding of parents as more serious as compared to children of
other grades.

There is a significant curvilinear grade effect for the vic-
tims ratings of mother- hitting- daughter and boy-hitting-and scold-
ing boy. Sixth grade children give higher wrongness ratings to
the victims in these situations than do children of fourth or
eighth grades.

B. Sex Differences

There are no significant differences in the opinions of
girls and boys regarding the wrongness of aggressors who hit chil-
dren, or in the wrongness of adult victims of children's attacks,
for either the role indices, (See Tables P10 and P14) or for the
individual pictures. (See Tables P9 and P13).

However, in child to child physical aggression, boys judge
aggressors to be significantly more wrong and victims less wrong
than do girls. (See Tables P10 and P14).

Analysis of the individual pictures shows that this effect
is caused by the aggressor ratings of the boy-hitting-boy picture,
(Table P9) and the victim ratings of the boy-hitting-boy and girl-
hitting-boy pictures. (See Table P13).

Both sexes regard hitting among children to be worse than
hitting by adults. Boys assert this significantly more strongly
than do girls.

C. SES Differences

No SES differences appear for the action indices. (See

Tables P10 and P14). The grade differences for the parent hits
children index is not confounded by the interaction with SES
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which accompanies the parents-scold-children index.

The only SES differences for individual pictures occur for
the victims ratings of the father-hitting-daughter and the girl-
hitting-boy pictures. (See Table P13). Lower class children
view the girl as more wrong when being hit by her father but
less wrong when being hit by a male peer than do middle class
children. Evidently lower class children are more likely to
accept male to female physical aggression when it comes from
an authority but less likely to accept it when it comes from
a peer than are middle class children.

Effect of Sex

An unusual feature of the sex indices of the Indian data
is that the victims are judged to be more wrong than the aggres-
sors, for all indices except female-attacking-male. (See Tables
P1! and P15 and Figures P11 and P15). These responses seem to
indicate that children think that strong provocation is necessary
to provoke aggression in these circumstances.

A. Age Differences

Grade has a significant effect on all four of the aggres-
sor indices. In each case children's judgements of the wrongness
of the aggressors decreases with age. For the male-attacking-
male index, the grade effect is slightly curvilinear, due to a
slight rise from sixth to eighth grades. However, the major
effect, for all four indices, is a sharp decrease in the wrong-
ness judgements from the fourth to the sixth grades.

B. Sex Differences

Sex affects the victimt.judgements.only when a male is the
victim. Girls judge male victims to be more wrong than do boys,
irrespective of the sex of the aggressor. (See Table P15 and
Figure P15 Sex).

C. SES Differences

Socio-economic differences among the children do not affect
their responses significantly on any of these situations, but
some Sex x SES interactions do occur. A Sex x SES interaction
is noteworthy with respect to female-a-female aggression. The
lower SES girls and the high SES boys estimated a higher degree
of wrongness in the female aggressor than the high SES girls
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and low SES boys. The sex x SES interaction is highly significant
for the aggressor ratings of the female-attacking-male index. The
boys and girls of the lower SES do not differ much in their esti-
mate of wrongness of the female aggressor in this situation, how-
ever, the high SES boys feel that female aggression towards a male
is more wrong than do the high SES girls.

D. Interview

A little more than half of the group asserted that the rules
for boys and girls are the same. (See Table IVA). There was neither
the influence of sex nor S17,S, nor'grade.regarding this response.
A little more than a third of the group said that the rules are
not the same for boys and girls; here again there was no influence
of sex, SES or grade. One-tenth of the group said that some rules
are the same and some different for boys and girls. Thus, the
children can be divided into three groups, those who think that
the rules are the same and these are in the majority; those who
think that some rules are the same and some different, these being
in a minority; and the third group which thinks that the rules
for boys and girls are different. The interesting point to note
is that neither sex, nor SES nor grade differences account for
these broad differences within the group. Probably they have some-
thing to do with the differences in interpersonal relationships
early in life which cut across the SES groups.

When they were asked to specify the rules which are different
for boys and girls, two-fifths more boys than girls, said that the
differences are in the rules of the family. (See Table IVC). They
give as illustration that the boys are asked to do shopping and run
errands outside the home, while the girls are asked to work within
the home, sweeping the floor, washing clothes, helping in the
kitchen, etc. Thus, a good number perceive different domestic
roles for boys and girls.

Almost three-quarters (72%) of the Indian children said that
boys get away with breaking rules more than girls. (See Table VIID).

Effect of Sex and Role

It has been noted above that the children in general look
upon the adults as being only "a little Tong" when they are
aggressive to children. This may be due to the cultural factor
in India where a great degree of respect is given to adults, par-
tcularly those in the position of authority. Among the adult
figures in the PAR are father, mother and teacher who are looked
upon as "Devas," "gods." Any disobedience to them is looked upon
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as very wrong. (See Tables P9 and P13). However, the children do
distinguish degrees of yongness related to particular situations.
It will be observed that the rating of wrongness of the adult
aggressor varies from 2.31 (teacher scolding the boy) to 2.35
(policeman scolding the girl). The rating of wrongness of the
child victim varies from 4.59 (policeman scolding girl) to 5.12
(teacher scolding the boy).

Tables P9 and P13 give the rating of wrongness of the aggres-
sor and victim in the situation where the aggressor is the child
and the victim is the adult. The child aggressor is very wrong
or very, very wrong, while the adult victim is little wrong. Here
we can notice a clear difference between the attitude of children
towards the policeman and other authority figures. The child who
is an aggressor towards the policeman is rated below five while
in other cases his wrongness is usually rated above five. Simi-
larly the victim policeman is rated as being Yong above three,
whereas the other authorities are rated belowthree. Evidently
aggression against the policeman is not considered to be as serious
as aggression against the other adults.

A. Age Differences

The status role indices showed that when the parents hit the
child or scold the child, when the policeman scolds the child and
when the teacher scolds the girl, the children of the lowest age
group, grade four are more critical of the wrongness of the adult
aggressor than the children of the higher grades. Thus, as the
children grow older, they give a lower estimate of the wrongness
of the adult aggressor. The older children look upon the punish-
ment as being more legitimate than the children of the lower age
group.

Children who are victims of adults' verbal aggression are
estimated to be wrong. The estimate of wrongness made by the
children of different grades does not differ significantly. How-
ever, there are some fluctuations in the means of the responses
of the children of different grades. Children of grade four esti-
mate less degree of wrongness in the son who is being scolded by
father and mother than that estimated by the sixth and eighth
graders. Children studying in grade four estimated less degree
of wrongness in the daughter who is scolded by father than that
estimated by fourth and sixth graders.

As the children grow older their estimate of wrongness in
the girl being scolded by teacher decreases; while in the case
of boy, who is victim to teacher, it increases from grade four
to six but falls down in grade eight, producing a significant
curvilinear grade effect.
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We have seen that there are no significant grade differences
in the estimate of wrongness of children attacking adults, observed
in the combined status indices. However, the picture indices show
that children of the three grades differ significantly in their esti-
mate of wrongness in the boy and girl scolding father and mother.
As the children :row older they r;n-ort a 4Lcher degree of wrongness
in the boy and girl who are scolding father and a lower degree of
wrongness for the scolding of mothers. (See Table P9). Apparently
the reversal of direction of these age trends :.asked the age dif-
ferences in the combined status indices.

As regards the wongness of adults who are being scolded by
boys and girls there are significant grade differences with res-
pect to boy-scolding-teacher. Younger children estimated a higher
degree of wrongness in the behavior of teacher being scolded by
boy than the older children. But they estimated only a little de-
gree of wrongness in him. It is very interesting to note that as
the children grow older they estimated a higher degree of wrongness
in boy and girl scolding father and mother. But girl-scolding-
father is seen as being least wrong by the children of sixth grade.
But in the case of boy - scolding- teacher, the boy is considered
least wrong by sixth graders.

B. Sen Differences

The only sen differences appearing in the aggressors ratings
of the individual pictures occurs for the ratings of the father-
scolding-son pictur7, where boys judge the father to be more wrong
than do girls. (See Table P9).

For the victims ratings se-c differences appear for all four
of the child scolds parent pictures, as well as for pictures show-
ing a girl scolding a teacher or policeman. In all cases girls
judge adult victims of the child aggressors to be more wrong than
do boys. Girls also judge the victim to be more wrong than do
boys in the girl-hitting-boy and the girl-scolding-girl pictures.
(See Table P13).

C. SES Differences

Lower SES children judge aggressors to be more wrong than do
lower SES children for the pictures depicting the mother or the
father scolding the daughter, the mother scolding a son and the
policeman scolding a girl. On the other hand, higher SES chil-
dren judge the aggressors more severely for the pictures showing
a girl scolding a girl or a boy, a boy or girl scolding a police-
an, teacher, mother or father, Clearly the lower class children
are more severe in their judgements of adult aggressors while
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middle class children are more severe in their judgements of child
aggressors. (See Table P9),

The victims ratings show that lower class children are more
severe in their judgements of victims in the pictures showing a
girl hitting a boy, and all four pictures of children scolding
parents, while middle class children are more severe in their
judgements of a boy being hit by his father. Clearly these find-
ings are in accord with those of the aggressors ratings, in that
lower class children are more severe in the judgements of the
riwrongness of4,-Adult victims, while middle class children may be
more severe in their judgements of the wrongness of child victims.

Summary

Both the aggressor and the victim are considered to be wrong
in every situation. Generally the adult aggressor is considered
to be very much less wrong than the child victim. In other words,
children appear to justify adult aggression. There is disapproval
of the child when he attacks an adult. He is usually considered
to be very wrong.

The child victim as well as the adult victim are considered
to be wrong but the child victim is always considered to be very
wrong and the adult victim a littleuwong except in the case of
the child who is beaten by the mother. When the child scolds
a policeman the wrongness of the child aggressor is rated somewhat
lower than when the child scolds the parent or the teacher. The
victim policeman is also rated as being more wrong than the victim
parent or teacher.

There is grade influence as far as the rating of the aggres-
sor is concerned when the aggressors are the parents or the
eacher. The older children consider the aggressive parent or
teacher to be less wrong than do the younger children. On the
whole, the younger the child the greater the resentment of adult
aggressiveness and imposition of authority by scolding. There
is hardly any influence of grade as far as the rating of the
wrongness of the adult or child aggressors or child victims is
concerned.

Girls generally rate the adult victim as being more wrong
than the boys. In general, the girls are severe towards the
parents who expose themselves to child aggression. Thus, the
boys appear to be less hard on the adult victim than the girls.

The children of the high status generally rate the aggres-
sor child as being more wrong than the children of the for status.



IN-20

They appear to resent child aggression more than the children from
low status homes. As regards the adult victim the children of low
status give a higher rating of his wrongness than the children of
high status. They appear to resent adult aggression more than the
children from middle class homes. In conclusion it may be stated
that when children come from the homes of wall-educated patents,
they accept adult authority with less resentment and resent strongly
aggression of children towards adult authority.

The interview data shcrys that half of the group looks upon
all rules as fair indicating that they accept a rule without ques-
tioning whether it is fair or not. Though there is no sex differ-
ence there appears to be a significant class difference. Children
of the lower status group accept all rules as fair more than the
children of the middle status group. Nearly one-third of the mid-
dle class group has some understanding of the concept of fairness
since they said that a rule is fair if it affects every one equally
or when the rule is Cie-Able so that it can be adjusted to varying
circumstances.

With respect to consistency of rules, more than half asserted
that the rules are the same for boys and girls. There was no in-
fluence of sex, class or gra12. In a broad way the group can be
divided into three sub-groups: those who think that all rules
are the same for both the sexes (majority), those who think that
some rules are the same and those who think the rules for boys
and girls are different. However, there is no influence of sex,
social class or grade regarding these three sub-groups.

When they were asked to specify the rules which are differ-
ent for boys and girls, many gave rules of the family as an illus-
tration according to which girls are given work inside the home
and boys outside. The children, however, perceive that the rules
for adults and children are different, irrespective of sex, social
class and grade differences. Here also they specify rules of the
family and rules in school accoding to which the adult roles are
different from the child roles. Thus, the children appear to per-
ceive that age and status roles differentiate between adults and
children more than the se-4 roles between the boys and girls.

As regards the persons who can enforce rules the children
indicated that the father, mother and the teacher are the en-
forcers, in that order. With respect to father and mother, se-c
and social class made no difference. With respect to the teacher
social class had some influence since children from the lower sta-
tus group mentioned this mora often than the children from middle
status group. About a third of the group specified government
officials and another third the policeman; the latter was indica-
ted more by children from middle class homes than by children
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from lower status homes. Only three children out of sixth mentioned
'self' as the enforcer. When they were asked to specify who cannot
enforce rules, practically the whole group said, irrespective of
sex, social class and grade differences, that those who are younger
than themselves could not enforce rules.

Regarding inevitability of detection, boys from the middle
class homes said that they get caught when they break a rule. A
few children from the lower class said that they never get caught.
As regards others they said that children as well as adults get
away with breaking rules. More middle class than lower class chil-
dren gave this answer. Most children said that boys get away with
it after breaking a rule more often than girls. This response was
also given more often by the children from middle than from lower
class homes.

Nearly two-th:,...ds of the group said that it is the worst to
be punished by the policeman. More boys than girls, more children
from the lower class than from the middle specified the policeman.
For the middle class children the teacher came next to the policeman
and for the lower group, the father came next. The last choice
analysis showed that most children indicated the mother, more girls
than boys irrespective of social class. Thus, the most humiliatin3
is to be punished by the policeman and the least humiliating is to
be punished by the mother. One-third said that it is the worst to
punish the father and another one-third indicated the mother.
Father was indicated more by boys than girls and the mother more
by girls than boys, irrespective of social class. The last choice
analysis showed that it is not so very bad to punish the policeman,
irrespective of sex and social class.

Thus, the majority of the children look upon all rules as
fair, that they are consistent for boys and girls, but that the
rules for adults are different from those for children, that the
father, mother and the teacher can enforce rules, but that those
younger than themselves cannot enforce rules, that rules are not
breakable except the minor ones but when they are broken, they
themselves cannot get away with it though other children and
adults do, that it is most humiliating to be punished by the
policeman and the least humiliating to be punished by the mother.

In general, social status has much greater influence on
children than sex. Grade has practically no influence suggest-
ing that most of these ideas are formed by the age the children
come to the fourth year in school or by the time they are about
ten years old.

The middle class children have a better understanding of the
fairness of a rule than the lower class children who accept all
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rules as being fair. More children from the lower than from the mid-
dle class looked upon the teacher as an important enforcer of rules,
but all children irrespective of class and sex said that the father
and mother are the main enforcers of rules. While the children of
the lower class generally think that no rules can be broken, the
children of middle class feel that rules may be broken if it sti!ts
their purpose to do so or when the rules are unfair or unimportant.
More middle class children than the lower class children feel that
they get caught when they break a rule. While the middle class
children put the punishment by the teacher next to the policeman,
the lower class children put the father next to the policeman when
they were thinking of the worst kind of punishment.

There is no influence of class with respect to consistency
of rules regarding boys and girls, that the rules are different
for adults and children, that the father and mother are the main
enforcers of rules, that one younger than themselves cannot.en-
force a rule.
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1.79
1.87

1.85
1.81

01011111C8NT 107'8 SSI



INDIA

TABLE PROBLEM ELEVEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANU STANOARD DIVIAIIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

SJMMAMY SEX S0URES. ANOVA PRUBLEM 111 V241204E3 1 4.

ITEM HUM 881146. IS THE 1ADORLSSORI.

GROUP REPURItO

AGGRESSOR RATING.

MALE AIIAKCING MALE
511.519.531035. PALE ATTACKING FEMALE

539.341.363 517.523029.531.337.351

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.O.

GRAUE 4. TUTAL 241. 3.96 1.16 241.
SLS 1 134. 3.92 1.25 134.

SLS 2 107. 4.00 1.07 107.
GIRLS 108. 3.88 1.13 IU8.
OUTS 133. 4.04 1.19 133.

GRADE 6. 1U1AL
SLS 1
StS 2
GIRLS
OOPS

GRADE 6. IjIAL
StS 1
SES 2
GIRLS
OUPS

101AL SOS I

TOTAL SFS 2

TOTAL GIRLS
TOTAL BOYS

260. 3.55 1.04 260.
154. 3.57 1.06 154.

106. 3.54 1.02 106.
113. 3.47 1.16 113.
141. 3.64 0.92 141.

199. 3.68 0.92 199.
96. 3.69 0.93 96.

103. 3.66 0.90 103.
102. 3.62 0.97 102.
97. 3.73 0.86 97.

1.92
4.04
1.81
3.98
7.87

3.35
1.50
3.21
3.25
3.46

3.34
3.10
3.58
1.52
3.17

1.33
1.39
1.27
1.30
1.36

1.19
1.22
1.17
1.23
1.16

1.05
1.11
0.99
1.00
1.09

384. 3.72 1.08 384. 3.55 1.24
316. 3.73 1.00 316. 3.53 1.14

723. 3.65 1.09 323. 3.58 1.18
377. 3.80 0.99 377. 3.30 1.21

ti1001171GANT 17rIL49 GRADE GRAM:

FEMALE ATTALKING MALL
513.545.549.551.533,555

TABLE: PROBLEM FIFTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AAD STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR

SUMMARY SEX SCORES. 241.192 PROBLEM 15. VARIABLES 1 -4. VICTIM RATING.
11122 - 11./11 0RUNG IS THE (VICTIM).

MALE ATTAKCING MALE
512.520.532.5369

540.542.564

SROUP REPUMIE0 N MEAN S.D.

N MOAN S.U.

241. 4.13. 1.28
134. 4.10 1.29
107. 4.16 1.27
108. 4.07 1.18
133. 4.19 1.37

260. 3.91 1.12
154. 3.83 1.16
106. 3.98 1.09
113. 3.71 1.22
147. 4.10 1...2

199. 3.79 0.97
96. 3.61 1.05
IC3. 3.98 0.88
102. 3.67 1.06
97. 3.92 0.88

384. 3.85 1.17
316. 4.04 I.GB

323. 3.82 1.15
871. 4.07 1.L9

GRADE.

INOICES.

FEMALE 41147;14G F,M41.
521.525.547.557.565

N MEAN S.D.

251. 3.96 1.31
IA. 3.97 1.42
IL7. 3.94 1.25
1033. 3.69 1.72

4.03 1.34

260. 3.1B 1.13
154. 3.57 1.16
106. 3.78 1.1)
113. 3.57 1.25
147. 3.74 1.01

199. 3.54 0.99
96. 3.44 0.99

103. 3.64 1.00
142. 3.47 1.06
97. 3.61 0.91

364. 3.56 1.19
316. 3.79 1.12

323. 3.65 1.21
377. 3.81 1.09

GRADE.

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE FEMALE ATTACKING MALE FEMALE ATIAKCING FEMALE
518.523.529.534.538.562 514.546.550.552,554056 522026.548.5600565

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.U. MEAN S.O.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. 4.12 1.16 241. 4.19 1.24 241. 3.91 1.31 241. 4.10 1.34
SES 1 134. 4.21 1.30 134. 4.24 1.38 134. 4.07 1.40 114. 4.20 1.49
SLS 2 107. 4.03 1.02 107. 4.13 1.10 107. 3.75 1.23 107. 4.0) 1.10
GIRLS 100. 4.31 1.19 108. 4.28 1.23 106. 4.15 1.21 108. 4.27 1.4.:

BUYS 133. 3.93 1.14 133. 4.09 1.25 133. 3.67 1.42 133. 3.92 1.20

GRADE 6. TOTAL 260. 4.18 0.96 260. 4.30 1.06 260. 3.8S 1.15 260. 4.28 1.12
SFS 1 154. 4.17 0.99 154. 4.15 1.14 154. 3.07 1.22 154. 4.16 1.15
SLS 2 106. 4.19 0.93 106. 4.45 0.98 106. 3.7:e 1.00 106. 4.41 1.09
GIRLS 113. 4.29 1.02 113. 4.30 1.05 113. 4.0S 1.21 113. 4.30 1.17
BOYS 141. 4.01 0.119 147. 4.30 1.08 147. 3.64 1.09 147. 4.27 1.07

GRADE 8. 1111AL 199. 3.29 0.88 199. 4.13 1.06 199. 3.89 1.10 199. 4.04 1.04
SZi a 96. 3.70 1.01 96. 4.20 1.19 96. 1.93 1.21 96. 4.07 1.17
SFS 2 101. 4.00 0.75 103. 4.06 0.93 103. 3.85 0.99 103. 4.0) 3.90
GIRLS 102. 3.9S 0.98 102. 4.06 1.07 102. 4900 1.17 102. 4..3 1.11
BUYS 97. 3.84 4.78 97. 4.19 1.14 91. 3.78 1.03 9. 4.04 0.97

TOTAL SES 1 384. 4.0S 1.10 384. 4.20 1.24 124. 3.99 1.27 304. 4.14 1.27
TOTAL SFS 2 316. 4.07 0.90 316. 4.22 1.00 316. 3.17 1.10 316. 4.14 1.06

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 4.18 1.06 323. 4.21 1.11 123. 4.07 1.20 323. 4.20 1.23
10IAL OOPS 371. 3.94 0.94 177. 4.20 1.12 177. 3.70 1.18 317. 4.08 l 1 1

GIONIFICIAT Timms 118X 1161
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TABLE: PROBLEM NINE

SUMMARY MFANS ANU STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

ANURA PROBLEM le AGGRESSOR RAIING.
ITEM NUR 88041 IS IHE 1116GRESSUKI.

GROUP RtPURItO

FATHER 111171N6 SON
539

N MEAN S.D.

FATHER HITII40 DAUGHTER
529

N MEAN S.O.

MOTHER I1111190 50V M314ER H1111N, IMUGHFL4
555

N MEAN S.U.

521

N KEA% S.U.

GRADE 4. (DIAL 241. 3.34 2.15 241. 3.18 1.94 241. 3.20 2019 241. 2.84 1.845,5 1 134. 3.50 2.04 134. 3.40 1.44 114. 3.37 2.07 134. 3.90 1.85
2 107. 3.18 2.20 107. 2.88 1.99 107. 3.03 2.10 101. 2.6:) 1.81

61815 108. 3.30 2.03 108. 3.21 1.47 108. 3.32 2.04 1011. 2.07 1.16AdYS 133. 3.37 2.26 133. 3.15 2.01 133. 3.79 2.13 133. 2.81 1.4/

GRADE 6. IJIAL 260. 2.25 1.66 260. 2.40 1.11 260. 2.54 1.92 26U. 2.211 1.64
S. S I 154. 2.44 1.75 154. 2.83 1.84 154. 2.66 1.88 144. 2.44 1.72St% 2 106. 2.02 1.58 M. 2.13 1.71 IJ6. 2.43 1.95 106. 2.12 I.5H6IRLS 113. 2.26 1.71 111. 2.47 1.64 113. 2.11 1.84 113. 2.11 1.59
3 JYS 141. 2.24 1.62 147. 2.60 185 147. 2.11 2.00 141. 2.4) 1.71

GRADE 8. IUFAL 199. 2.41 1.70 199. 2.86 1.4U 194. 2.46 1.70 199. 2.33 I.7iSrS I 96. 2.39 1.84 46. 2.88 1.42 96. 2.16 1.62 46. 2.22 1.71StS 2 103. 2.54 1.72 103. 2.84 1.89 103. 2.76 1.18 103. 2.44 1.70
GIRLS 102. 2.56 1.89 102. 3.26 2.18 102. 2.50 1.94 102. 2.40 2.01diVS 91. 2.38 1.67 97. 2.47 1.63 97. 2.42 1.47 97. 2.18 1.4,

FOIAL SE% I 184. 2.79 1.89 384. 3.07 1.42 384. 2.13 1.86 384. 2.58 1.1610141 Sei 2 316. 2.58 1.83 116. 2.62 1.86 316. 2.14 1.45 316. 2.34

101AL GIRLS 323. 2.71 1.88 323. 2.95 1.45 323. 2.73 1.94 323. 2.51 1.18FOIAL IFJYS 377. 2.66 1.85 51%. 2.74 1.83 377. 2.14 1.87 177. 2.43 1.811
:IGNIFICANT EFFliCrti GRAM GRAM CRAM:

BUY 11111151. BUY BOY 1111fFING GIRL GIRL NIEFING 80Y GIRL HITFIN6 GIRL
535 561 511 547

GROUP AtPUHFLU MtAN S.O. N MkAN S.U. 4 RUN S.O. N 11849 5.0.

GRADE 4. 241. 4.40 1.98 241. 4.45 2.03 241. 4.16 1.95 241. 4.55 1.41
SLS 1 134. 4.47 1.91 134. 4.33 2.00 134. 4.13 1.82 134. 4.48 2.04
Sr% 2 107. 4.33 2.04 107. 4.57 2.35 107. 4.13 2.08 lu/. 4.51 1.91
41RIS 108. 4.21 2.00 108. 4.46 1.49 108. 4.04 I.45 108. 4.31 1.95
HUY5 133. 4.54 1.46 183. 4.44 2.06 131. 4.21 1.45 113. 4.11 2.0,

/Am* 6. IJIAL 260. 4.05 1.49 260. 4.26 2.15 260. 4.41 I.92 26J. 4.311 2.16
SrS I 154. 3.94 1.88 154. 4.24 2.00 154. 4.27 1.69 155. 4.04 2.11SS 2 106. 4.11 2.10 106. 4.27 2.31 106. 4.55 1.94 106. 4.12 2.0.
vIRLS 113. 3.65 1.97 113. 4.16 2.13 M. 3.19 1.95 113. 4.22 2.14
0JY% 141. 4.46 2.01 1470 4.35 2.17 147. 4.112 1.80 141. 4.54 2.01

GRADE H. FUTAL 199. 4.44 1.86 149. 4.15 2.04 199. 3.94 1.94 199. 4.60 1.09
S15 1 96. 4.49 1.93 96. 3.50 2.11 96. 3.84 2.15 46. 4.42 1.94
SrS 2 103. 4.39 1.78 10). 4.81 1.86 11)3. 4.23 1.134 103. 4.17 1.H$
41815 102. 4.34 1.88 102. 4.41 2.04 102. 3.42 2.01 102. 4.43 1.96
HUY5 97. 4.53 1.83 97. 3.90 2.14 97. 4.46 1.48 4F. 4.11 1.81

10141 SIS 1 384. 4.30 1.41 384. 4.03 2.10 384. 4.0) 1.05 384. 4.35 2.1)1
1014/ 545 316. 4.24 1.98 )16. 4.55 2.07 116. 4.24 I.45 516. 4.61 1.41

1014 41415 323. 4.08 1.95 323. 4.34 2.35 323. 3.15 1.97 323. 4.11
101AI Hi1Y% 377. 4.51 1.93 317. 4.23 2.I2 M. 4.52 1.94 171. 4./0 I.4h

.1I.N1111 %NI 1111,1 1,, 1.131



INDIA

TABLE/ PROBLEM NINE

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIUNS FOR PAR INDICES.

ANOVA PROBLEM 9,
ITEM.. HOW WRUNG IS TOE (AGGRESSOR1.

AGGRESSOR RAPING.

GROUP REPORIE0

FATHER SCULOING SON
511

N KEAN S.U.

FATHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER
S33

N MEAN S.D.

MOIHEN SCOLDING SUN
S45

N MEAN S.D.

mow* SCOLDING DAUGHTER
525

Y MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4. TUTAL 241. 3.23 1.95 241. 3.24 2.01 241. 3.14 2.16 241. 2.97 1.89
SES 1 134. 3.27 1.84 134. 5.55 2.03 134. 3.43 2.12 134. 3.26 1.85
.3E: 2 107. 3.19 2.05 107. 2.93 1.98 107. 2.85 2.21 101. 2.69 1.91
0 RLS 108. 3.12 1.98 108. 1.45 1.95 106. 3.22 2.12 108. 3.11 1.03
BOYS 133. 3.34 1.92 133. 3.02 2.06 133. 3.06 2.21 133. 2.84 1.9%

_GRADE 61 TOTAL 260. 2.39 1.72 260. 2.23 1.71 260. 2.31 1.16 260. 2.32 1.66
SES 1 154. 2.67 1.77 154. 2.50 1.69 154. 2.48 1.78 154. 2.61 1.77

_ SES 2 106. 2.12 1.67 106. 1.91 1.73 106. 2.13 1.73 106. 2.02 1.55
GIRLS 113. 2.23 1.71 113 2.17 1.60 113. 2.33 1.82 113. 2.32 1.74
BUYS 147. 2.56 1.73 147. 2.30 1.83 147. 2.29 1.69 147. 2.31 1.58

__.GRADE 8, TOTAL 199. 1.71 1.24 199. 2.44 1.19 149. 2.10 1.53 199. 1.0,2 1.22
SES 1 96. 1.68 1.42 96. 2.68 1.97 96. 2.31 1.69 96. 1.83 1.36

..$;LS 2 103. 1.74 1.05 103. 2,20 1.62 103. 1.90 1.37 103. 1.81 1.09
GIRLS 102. 1.50 1.07 102. 2.92 2.10 102. 2.44 1.87 102. 1.85 1.34
8045 97. 1.91 1.40 97. 1.96 1.48 97. 1.76 1.19 97. 1.79 1.10

TOTAL SES 1 384. 2.54 1.68 384. 2.91 1.90 384. 2.74 1.86 384. 2.57 1.66
TOTAL SkS 2 316. 2.35 1.59 316. 2.37 1.78 316. 2.29 1.77 316. 2.17 1.52

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 2.28 1.59 323. 2.65 1.89 323. 2.66 1.94 323. 2.43 1.64
TOTAL BOYS 377. 2.60 1.68 377. 2.43 1.74 317. 2.37 1,70 377. 2.31 1.54

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SEX GRADE SES CRAVE SES SES

GROUP REPORFE0

80Y

N

SCOLDING 80Y
.331

KEAN S.O.

80Y SCOLUING GIRL
523

N MEAN S.O.

GIRL

N

SOLOING 83Y
555

MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCOLOING GIRL
565

N MEAN S.O.

GRADE 4, TOTAL 241. .3.86 2.05 241. 3.92 2.13 241. 4.19 2.11 241. 4.34 2.07
SES 1 134. 3.99 2.03 134. 4.02 2.04 134. 4.21 2.08 134. 4.20 2.04
SES 2 107. 3.73 2.06 107. 3.82 2.21 107. 4.11 2.15 101. 4.48 2.13
GIRLS 108. 3.69 1.95 108. 4.08 2.10 108. 4.14 2.02 108. 4.22 2.04
BOYS 133. 3.83 2.15 133. 3.76 2.15 133. 4.24 2.20 133. 4.45 2.10

GRADE 6. TOTAL 260. 3.50 1.97 260. 3.39 2.00 260. 4.07 2.10 260. 4.16 1.99
SES 1 154. 3.50 1.96 154. 3.69 2.00 154. 3.72 2.01 154. 3.87 1.17
515 2 106. 3.50 1.98 106. 3.08 2.00 106. 4.43 2.19 106. 4.45 2.02
GIRLS 113. 3.55 2.04 113. 3.33 1.96 113. 3.89 2.03 113. 3.B6 2.04
BUYS 147. 3.44 1.90 147. 3.45 2.03 147. 4026 2.16 147. 4.46 1.95

GRADE 8, TOIAL 199. 3.99 1.88 199. 3.15 1.91 199. 3.80 1.95 199. 3.96 2.00
SES 1 96. 4.24 2.14 96 2.76 1.94 96. 3.75 2.19 96. 4.08 2.16
585 2 103. 3.74 1.62 103. 3.54 1.86 103. 3.86 1.12 103. 3.83 1.64
GIRLS 102. 4.19 1.96 102. 2.79 1.78 102. 3.47 2.01 102. 4.13 2.04
BOYS 97. 3.74 1.80 97. 3.51 2.03 91. 4.14 1.89 91. 3.19 1.96

TOIAL 5E5 1 384. 3.91 2.04 384. 3.49 1.99 384. 3.89 2.09 384. 4.05 2.06
TOTAL SES 2 316. 3.66 1.98 316. 3.45 2.03 316. 4.15 2.02 316. 4.25 1.99

TOIAL GIRLS 323. 3.0e 1.98 323. 3.40 1.95 323. 3.83 2.02 323. 4.07 2.04
TOTAL 30YS 377. 3.69 1.95 377. 3.57 2.01 377. 4.21 2.08 371. 4.23 2.03

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GRADE SES SES



INDIA

TABLES PROBLEM NINE

SUMMARY MEANS WIG :4ANOARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

ANOVA PROBLEM 9. AGGRESSOR RATING.
ITEM MOM wady6 IS THE IAGGRESSUR).

GROUP REPORIE0

80Y SCOLDING FATHER
541

N MEAN S.O.

BUY SCOLDING MOTHER
511

N KERN S.D.

GIRL

N

SCOLDING FATHER
549

MEAN S.O.

GIRL

N

SCOLOVIG
559

MEAN

0137HER,

S.O.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. s.tt 1.61 241. 5.27 1.70 241. 5.16 1.17 241. 5.13 1.83
SES 1 134. 4.63 1.88 134. 5.03 1.83 134. 4.83 1.94 134. 4.75 1.94
SES 2 101. 5.63 1.45 107. 5.51 1.57 107. 5.49 1.59 107. 5.45 1.73
GIRLS 108. 4.94 1.74 108. 5.17 1.72 108. 5.03 1.81 108. 4.95 1.85
. BUYS 133. S.29 1.60 133. 5.31 1.68 133. 5.29 1.73 133. 5.25 1.82

GRADE 60 TOTAL 260. 5.26 1.81 260. 5.25 1.77 260. 5.31 i.81 260. 5.24 1.82
SCS 1 154. 4.91 1.88 154. 4.91 1.74 154. 4.99 1.88 i54. 4.88 1.89
SLS 2 106. 5.60 1.80 106. 5.58 1.79 106. 5.63 1.75 106. 5.63 1.75
GIRLS 113. 5.01 2.01 113. 5.06 1.82 113. 5.06 1.99 113. 5.30 1.79
BOYS 147. 5.50 1.73 147. 5.43 1.11 147. 5.56 1.63 147. 5.17 1.85

GRADE 81 TOTAL 199. 5.56 1.15 199. 4.90 2.15 199. 5.59 1.73 199. 5.02 1.91
StS 1 96. 5.31 1.81 96. 4.09 2.51 96. 5.22 1.98 96. 4.67 2.05
SES 2 103. 5.62 1.69 103. 5.71 1.79 103. 5.95 1.48 103. 5.36 1.17
GIRLS 102. 5.42 1.92 102. 4.99 2.09 102. 5.49 1.90 102. 4.49 2.35
BOYS 91. 5.71 1.57 97. 4.82 2.20 97. 5.68 1.55 97. 5.54 1.46

_TOTAL SES 1 384. 4.95 1.86 384. 4.68 2.03 384. S.01 1.93 384. 4.77 1.96
TOTAL SCS 2 316. 5.67 1.67 316. S.60 1.72 316. 5.69 1.61 316. 5.47 1.75

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 5.12 1.89 323. 5.01 1.88 323. 5.19 1.90 323. 4.92 2.00
TOTAL BOYS 377. 5.50 1.64 171. 5.21 1.81 317. 5.51 1.64 377. 5.32 1.71

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE sts- SES GRADE SES GRADE SES

GROUP REPORIE0

TOTAL SES I
TOTAL SE'S 2

TOTAL GIRLS
TOTAL BOYS

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. 2.93 1.94
SES 1 134. 3.03 1.93
StS 2 107. 2.82 1.95
GIRLS 108. 3.10 2.01
BOYS 133. 2.15 1.88

GRADE Eig TOTAL 260. 2.19 1.65
SES 1 154. 2.48 1.80
SES 2 06. 1.90 1.50
GIRLS 113. 2.22 1.61
.8015 141. 2.17 1.69

GRADE 8. TOTAL 199. 1.82 1.38
SES 1 96. 1.59 1.30
SLS 2 103. 2.05 1.47
GIRLS 102. 1.62 1.14
BOYS 91. 2.02 1.63

LEACHER SCOLDING 8119 TEACHER SCOLDING GIRL
5,15 527

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.O.

384. 2.3/ 1.68
316. 2.26 1.64

323. 2.31 1.58
177. 2.32 1.73

021403

241.
134.
tor.
108.
133.

260.
154.
106.
113.
147.

2.84
3.00
2.68
2.95
2.13

2.15
2.39
1.91
2.05
2.25

1.08
1.89
1.81
1.84
1.92

1.60
1.78
1.42
1.48
1.72

199. 2.24 1.51
96. 2.57 1.89

103. 1.91 1.12
102. 2.68 1.78
91. s-.81 1.24

384. 2.66 1.66
316. 2.17 1.41

323. 2.56 1.70
317. 2.26 1.63

GRADN

_241.
134.
107.
108.
133.

- 260.
154.
106.
113.
147.

199.
96.
103.
102.
.97.

BUY SCOLDING TEACHER

55/
N MEAN

5.14
4.81
5.41
5.02
5.26.

4.91
4.10
S.25
5.09
4.86

_1.85
1.98
1.72
1.80
1.91

2.00
1.95
2.05
1.92
2.08.

5.55 1.78
5.39 1.85
5.12 1.71
5.67. 1.88
5.44 1.68

384. 4.91 1.93
316. 5.48 1.83

323. S.26 1.87
377.. 5.10. 109

838

GIRL SCOLDING TEACHER

I MEAN S.D.
_

241._ _.515 1.76
134. 4.88 1.80
107.__ s 1.72
108. 5.18 1.69
133.___5.13..._ 1.83

1.85
154. 4.88 1.85
106._ 5.43.___1.86
113. 4.95 1.90
147. 5.36_ .1.81.

199.. .507. __1.87
96. 5.20 1.97
103. 5.75,_ 1.77
102. 5.44 1.90

.5.i9 1.84

384. 4.99
316. 5.53 1.78

323.- '5.19 1.83
177..

SES._



INDIA

TABLE: NOBLEM NINE

ITEM - NUN NROAG IS INE

GRUUP RLPURILD

SUMMARY MEANS

ANUV4 PROBLEM 9,
(AGGRESSOR/.

PULICEMAN SEULD144 BUY
519

N MEAN S.U.

ANC STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

AGGRESSUR RATING.

POLICEMAN SCOLDING GIR1 BUY SCOLUIMG POL/T'AAN
537 563

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.U.

GIRL SCOLDING POLICEMAN
551

(I MEAN S.U.

GRADE 4, IWAL 241. 2.91 1.84 241. 3.48 2.07 241. 4.90 1.87 241. 4.92 I.9i
SES 1 134. 1.14 1.90 . 134. 3.79 2.06 134. 4.48 2.00 134. 4.60 2.01
SlS 2 107. 2.68 1.77 107. 3.17 2.08 101. 5.32 1e/4 107. 5.23 1.80
GIRLS 108. 2.96 1.71 108. 3.51 1.99 108. 4.71 1.09 108. 4.66 1.95
BUYS 133. 2.85 1.97 133. 3.45 2.15 133. 5.09 1.85 133. S.18 1.86

GRAVE 6. TOTAL 260. 2.60 1.81 260. 2.52 1.81 260. 4.79 2,04 260. 4.90 2.02
StS 1 154. 2.81 1.80 154. 2.82 1.91 154. 4.65 1.98 154. 4.87 1.89
SES 2 106. 2.40 1.82 106. 2.21 1.11 106. 4.93 2.11 106. 4.92 2.15
GIKLS 113. 2.69 1.90 113. 2.41 1.77 113. 4.86 1.93 113. 4.80 2.04
ddYS 147. 2.52 1.12 14/. 2.62 1.85 141. 4.12 2.16 147. 5.00 2.00

GRADE 8, [MAL 199. 2.58 1.80 199. 2.56 1.84 199. 4.97 2.00 199. 4.86 2.07
St'S 1 96. 2.80 2.12 96. 2.12 2.02 96. 4.90 2.07 96. 4.50 2.17
SFS 2 103. 2.36 1.48 103. 2.40 1.67 103. 5.04 1.93 103. 5.14 1.96
GIRLS 102. 2.03 1.46 102. 2.75 1.86 102. 5.29 1.94 102. 4.72 2.19
BUYS 91. 3.14 2.14 97. 2.37 1.83 97. 4.65 2.u6 97. 5.00 1.94

FUTAL StS 1 384. 2..92 1.94 384. 3.11 2.00 384. 4.68 2.01 384. 4.69 2.02
IUTAL 525 2 316. 2.48 1.69 116. 2.59 1.82 316o S.10 1.93 316. S.10 1.97

MAL GIRLS 323. 2.56 1.69 323. 2.89 1.87 323. 4.95 1.92 323. 4.73 2.06
TOTAL BUYS 32/. 2.84 1.94 377. 2.81 1.94 477. 4.82 2.02 377. 5.06 1.93

SIGNIFICANT EFFF.CTS GRADE SEA ASS SEA



TABLEI 1'54031.103 HRTFIM

ITEM - HUM N104G IS

SUMMARY

64016 1.110111.811 11,

1111( iv:cr:mo.

14864$ AND 55490680 0EVIA710NS F011 PAR 1401c8s.

R161111 RATING.

(AMEN Hirrim, SON FAINC4 H1f/ING imuuHrot MurNER H(rripo, $04 081/14E4 4111114 046(041E4
540 540 SS4 522

SIMIP R1P01111.0 MCAN 5.1). N KLAN S.U. 4 AFA4 S.U. mtA1 S.U.

(AIME 4, 10161 241. 4.11 1.44 241. 4.80 1.89 241. 4.65 1.96 241. 4.68 I.r,
SLS 134. 4.61 2.01 114. 4.63 2.11 134. 4.61 1.96 134. 4.Sr 1.8,
SI 5 2 101. 4.79 1.88 107. 4.98 1.72 107. 4.66 1.96 107. 4..m 1.5/
81415 10a. 4.87 1.84 108. 4.96 1.84 108. 4.8) 1.84 138. 4.91 1.64
0045 131. 4.56 2.14 133. 4.65 1.15 133. 4.46 7.31 133. 4.62

615468 6, 114/41

5LS
260. 5.07 1.54
154. 5.06 1.52

760.
154.

5.10 1.57
4.83 1.59

26).
154.

4.80
4.71

1.75
1.75

5.1'1 1.4,
154. 5.16 1.43

SL!, 2 106. 5.08 1.56 106. 5.36 1.55 106. 4.89 1.75 106. 5.1, 1.34
614ES 113. 4.111 1.45 M. 5.17 1.18 114. 4.98 1.67 5.5, 1.39
0045 147. 4.96 1.63 141. 5.32 1.76 147. 4.h? 1.018 147. 5./7 1.41

1,1181)1 8, 110161 144. 4.90 1.81 199. 4.64 1.87 194. 4.81 1.85 199. 4.99 1.67
5LS 1 96. 4.78 2.06 96. 4.48 2.15 96. 5.1.1 1.80 96. 5.,3 1.73
SiS 7 101. 5.01 1.69 103. 4.81 1.63 103. 4.61 1.11 103. 4.94 1.62
61,45 102. 4.82 2.05 102. 4.41 2.04 1)2. 4.56 2...8 IJ2. 4.64 1.93
awls 97. 4.98 1.70 41. 4.811 1.70 97. 5.05 1.63 97. 5.31 1.41

rUrAL SLS 384. 4.83 1.86 184. 4.54 1.43 364. 4.78 1.83 364. 4.96 1.611
41181 51-5 2 314. 4.97 1.71 316. 5.05 1.62 316. 4.72 1.87 316. 5.14 1.5.

MAE ..1415 323. 4.96 1.18 323. 4.85 1.75 323. 4.19 1.85 323. 4.95 1.65
tura'. awe; 377. 4.83 1.19 311. 4.85 1.80 317. 4.71 1.66 377. 5.14 1.53

.11.5116AM- 1:1-14:cls
%ES C.1040-.

BUY mI111140 BOY BOY 13171190 3181 GIRL 111TrIN0 83Y ..141 9171ING ;IRi
536 562 514 54b

01/D4M 1114.0/11H) 6 MEAN 5.0. N 8E44 S.D. 4 MEAN S.U. N 14E4% S.D.

.1161,1 4, 1014 241. 1.80 1.49 241. 3.82 2.17 241. 3.05 2.02 241. 3.88 2.11
1LS 1 134. 1.89 7.05 134. 3.90 2.18 134. 4.55 2.05 134. 3.94 7.14
%LS 2 101. 4.12 1.91 107. 1.75 2.16 107. 3.65 1.99 Lur. 3.67 ?.,6
61.415 108. 4.31 1.97 108. 4.02 2.14 108. 3.95 2.1)9 11.8. 4.29 2.61
oUYS 133. 1.21 2.01 133, 3.63 2.20 133. 1.75 1.95 133. 3.48 7.11

6KAUE 6, 1101AE 260. 4.15 1.88 260. 3.81 2.06 260. 3.86 1.97 24C. 4. 7.C2
Si% I 154. 3.93 1.80 154. 3.55 2.02 154. 4.17 1.9.7 154. 1.71 2.05
SiS 106. 4.18 1.97 106. 4.07 2.'9 106. 3.55 2.02 136. 4.4 7.0.
NIALS 113. 4.1.3 1.17 113. 3.62 2.11 111. 4.25 1.85 113. 3.81 2.u1
6.1Yi 147. 4.00 7.00 141. 3.99 2.01 147. 3.47 2.09 147. 4.20. 7.01

1018E8 4, lorAL 199. 3.52 1.83 199. 3.10 1.99 199. 3.87 1.94 199. 3.61 i.ge
SL5 1 96. 1.48 2.11 46. 3.67 2.11 96. 4.05 2.90 -96. 3.64 2.22

101. 1.57 1.55 103. 3.73 1.87 103. 3.69 1.87 161. 3.57 1.74
61915 102. 3.53 1.96 102. 3.78 2.06 107. 4.16 1.87 102. 3.54 2.11
0,175 07. 5.51 1.70 47. 3.63 1.92 97. 3.19 2.00 97. 3.62 1.81

1(1r AL SL5 1 384. 1.16 1.99 184. 3.71 2.10 384. 4.09 1.99 384. 3.11 2.14
!DIAL 515 116. 1.89 1.82 316. 3.8S 2.04 316. 3.63 1.6 316. 3.3 1.94

101AL 61aL5 373. 4.U5 1.90 123. 3.81 2.10 323. 4.10 1.94 323. 3.91 2.06
IDIAL 4185 srr. 1.60 1.90 M. 3.75 7.04 117. 3.51 2.1,? 377. 3.113 2.01

Fi;r I 614.114; SEX



INDIA

TABLE, PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR P115 INDICES.

ANOVA PROBLEM 13. VICTIM RATING.

ITEM MOM WRUNG IS THE (VICTIM,.

GROUP REPORTED

FATHER SCOLDING SUN
512

N MEAN S.O.

FATHER SCULUING DAUGHTER
534

N MEAN S.D.

MOTHER SCOLDING SUN
545

N MEAN S.D.

MOTHER SCOLDING OAUGMIEN
526

MEAN S.D.

GRADE 48 TUTAL 241. 4.51 1.81 241. 4.76 1.81 241. 4.77 1.91 241. 4.95 1.77

SES 1 134. 4.37 1.84 134. 4.77 1.90 134. 4.69 1.96 134. 4.92 1.81

SES 2
GIRLS

101.
108.

4.6S
4.52

109
1.69

107.
1011.

*4.75
4.54

1.72
1.80

107.
108.

4.84
4.92

1.85
1.73 108.

4.99
4.96

1.71
1.83

BUYS 131. 4.50 1.94 133. 4.88 1.82 133. 4.62 2.08 133. 4.95 1.71

GRADE 6, rum. 260. 5.03 1%57 260. 5.02 1.56 260. 5.00 1.16 260. 5.22 1.50

SES I M. 4.94 1.64 134. 4.83 1.51 154. 4.91 1.79 154. 5.05 1.55

SES 2 106. 5.12 1.50 106. 5.32 1.60 106. 5.10 1.13 106. 5.39 1.45

GIRLS 113. S.15 1.49 113. 5.16 1.42 113. 5.10 1.70 113. 5.22 1.46

BOYS 147. 4.91 1.65 147. 4.96 1.69 147. 4.91 1.82 147. 5.22 1.55

GRADE 8. TOTAL 199. 4.87 1.7S 199. 4.57 1.88 199. 4.81 1.84 199. 5.05 1.56

SES 1 96. S.26 1.66 96. 4.30 2.18 96. 4.76 1.90 96. 5.19 1.66

SES 2 103. 4.48 1.85 103. 4.84 1.58 103. 4.87 1.11 103. 4.91 1.47

GIRLS 102. 4.81 1.83 102. 4.04 2.72 102. 4.41 2.05 102. 5.04 1.65

BOYS 97o 4.92 1.67 97. 5.09 1.54 97. 5.21 1.64 97. 5.06 1.48

TOTAL SES 1 384. 4.86 1.71 384. 4.63 1.87 304. 4.79 1.91 384. 5.06 1.67

TOTAL SES 2 316. 4.75 1.71 316. 4.97 1.63 316. 4.94 106 316. 5.09 1.55

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 4.83 1.67 323. 4.61 1.81 323. 4.81 1.83 323. 5.37 1.64

TOTAL Balm 377. 4.77 1.75 377. 4.98 1.68 377. 4.71 1.84 377. 5.08 1.58

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

GROUP REPORTED

BUY SCOLDING BUY
532

N MEAN S.D.

BOY SCULUING GIRL
524

MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING
556

N MOAN

BUY

S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING GIRL
566

MEAN S.D.

GRAUE 4. I.UTAL 241. 4.34 1.94 241. 4.30 1.94 241. 3.85 2.07 241. 3.65 2.09

SES 1 134. 4.28 2.00 134. 4.36 1.98 134. 4.01 2.06 134. 4.03 2.14

SES 2
GIRLS

107.
LOB.

4.41
4.51

1.88
1.82 108.

4.23
4.38

1.90
1.93

107.
toe.

3.69
4.13

2.08
1.91

107.
108.

3.26
3.81

2.03
2.05

BOYS 133. 4.17 2.06 133. .4.21 1.95 133. 3.56 2.23 133. 3.40 2.12

GRADE 6. TUTAL 260. 4.20 1.86 260. 4.26 1.86 260. 3.71 2.06 260. 3.96 1.99

SES 1 154. 4.22 1.85 154. 4.09 1.75 154. 3.89 2.01 154. 3.66 1.97

SES 2
;vas

106.
113.

4.17
4.25

1.87
1.74

106.
10.

4.44
4.10

1.77
1.87

106.
113.

3.53
3.89

2.10
2.03

106.
113.

4.26
4.06

2.01
2.04

BOYS 147. 4.15 1.98 147. .4.41 1.86 147. 3.53 2.08 147. 3.86 1.94

GRADE et TOTAL 199. 3.53 1.88 199. 4.30 1.81 199. 3.69 1.95 199. 3.58 1.97

SES 1 96. 3.11 2.07 96. 4.69 1.94 96. 3.81 2.14 96. 3.51 2.20

SES 2 103. 3.95 1.68 103.. 3.91 1.68 103. 3.58 1.76 103. 3.65 1.74

GIRLS 102. 3.16 1.94 102. 4.51 1.83 102. 3.73 2.04 102. 3.42 2.06

BOYS 97. 3.90 1.81 97. 4.10 1.79 97. 3.66 1.86 97. 3.73 1.88

TOTAL SES I 184. 3.87 1.97 384. 4.38 1.95 304. 3.90 2.07 384. 3.73 2.13

TOTAL SES 2 316. 4.1B 1.81 316. 4.19 1.79 316. 3.60 1.98 316. 3.72 1.93

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 3.97 1.83 323. 4.33 1.88 323. 3.92 1.99 323. 3.76 2.05

TOTAL Ems Mt 4.07 1.95 377. 4.24 1.86 377. 3.59 2.06 377. 3.69 1.98

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GEE



INDIA

TABLET PROBLEM THIRTEEN

ITEM . HUM MRU4G IS THE

SUMMARY MEANS AND SfAUARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR

ANOVA PADDLEM 13. VICTIM RATING.
IVICTIMI.

INDICES.

BOY SCOLDING FATHER 110.1 SCOLDING NOISIER GIRL 5C0LD1NG FATHER 014L S;EILDINS 401814
542 518 553 560

GROUP REPORTED N MEAN 5.0. N MEAN S.O. MEAN SO. N MEAN S.U.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. 3.25 2.18 241. 2.84 1.87 241. 3.09 2.09 241. 3.14 2.09
SES 1 134. 3.69 2.27 134. 3.25 2.01 114. 3.48 2.20 134. 3.46 2.13
SES 2 101. 2.81 2.09 107. 2.43 1.73 107. 2.71 1.98 107. 2.83 2.04
GIRLS 108. 1.56 2.21 108. 3.03 1.91 1o8. 3.42 2.06 108. 3.38 2.04
BUYS 133. 2.94 2.15 133. 2.65 1.83 133. 2.77 2011 133. 2.90 2.14

GRAVE 6. WAG 260. 2.80 2.03 E60. 2.82 1.98 260. 2.63 I.89 260. 2.89 2.08
SOS 1 154. 3.04 2.07 154. 3.13 1.19 154. 2.93 1.94 154. 3.17 2.08
SES 2 106. 2.57 1.99 106. 2.51 1.97 106. 2.34 1.84 106. 2.60 2.09
GIRLS 113. 3.17 2.28 113. 3.04 2.09 113. 2.88 2.03 113. 3.u5 2.11
BOYS 147. 2.44 1.89 147. 2.60 1.87 14 T. 2.39 1.75 147. 2.73 2.05

GRADE 81 IUTAL 199. 2.81 2.17 199. 3.10 2.19 199. 2.88 2.12 199. 2.96 2.05
SFS 1 96. 2.71 2.16 96. 3.59 2.33 96. 2.87 2.24 96. 2.96 2.10
SES 2 103. 2.95 2.19 103. 2.61 2.06 103. 2.49 2.00 103. 2.96 2.00
GIRLS 102. 3.15 2.39 102. 3.36 2.37 102. 3.32 2.37 102. 3.47 2.33
BUYS 97. 2.50 1.96 97. 2.84 2.02 97. 2.44 1.87 97. 2.44 1.77

10141 SES 1 384. 3.15 2.16 384. 3.32 2.11 384. 3.09 2.12 384. 3.20 2.10
TUIAL SES 2 316. 2.18 2.09 316. 2.52 1.92 316. 2.65 1.04 316. 2.80 2.04

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 3.29 2.26 123. 3.15 2.13 323. 3.22 2.15 323. 1.30 2.16
TOTAL BOYS 377. 2.63 2.00 377. 2.69 1.91 377. 2.53 1.91 377. 2.69 1.99

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 850 SEX SES SEX SES SEX SES SEX

RLUP REPORTED

TEACHER SCOLDING BUY
516

N MEALS S.D.

TEACHER SCULOING GIRL
528

N MEAN 5.0.

BUY SCOLDING TEACHER
558

N MEAN S.O.

GIRL SCOLDING_ TEACHER
544

N MEAN S.O.

GRAUE 40.701AL 241. 4.90 1.66 241. 5.19 1.61 241.. 3.22 2.09 242. 2.98 2.08
SkS 1 134. 5.09 1.59 134. 5.03 1.79 134. 3.61 2.11 134. 3.34 2.12
SLS 2 107. 4.72 1.72 107. 5.36 1.43 .107. 2.82. 2.06 107.. 2.62 2.05
GIRLS 100. .4.09 1.70 108. 5.21 1.57 108. 3.41 2.09 108. 3.23 2.03
.BOYS 133. 4.91 1.62 133. 5.17 1.65 _ .133._ 3.02. 2.09 . 133. ._ 2.73 -2.13

GRADE 61 !MAL
SES 1

264.
154.

5.26
5.20

1.65
1.59

260.
154.

5.05
4.94

1.61
1.59

__260.
154.

2.96
2.95

2.13
2.05

260. 2.75
154. 2.89

2.00,,
1.92

SES 2 106. 5.32 1.70 166. 5.15 1.63 106. 2.96 2.20 106. 2.61 2.07
GIRLS 113. 5.31 1.52 113. 5.04 1.61 113. 2.98 2.20 113. 3.07 2.16
BOYS '147. 5.15 1.78 147. 5.0n 1.62 .147. 2.91_ 2.05 . 147._ 2.44_ 1.83

GRAVE 8, furAt 199. 5.21 1.53 199. 4.74 1.78 .199. 2.69 2.04 .199. 2.81. 2.14
SLS I 96. 5.47 1.50 96. 4.70 1.96 96. 2.43 2.06 96. 2.54 2.16
SES 2 103. 4.94 1.55 103. 4.78 1.59 __ 103. 2.95 2.03 103. 2.98 2.12
GIRLS 102. 5.34 1.44 102. 4.31 2.10 102. 2.92 2.27 102. 3.08 2.34
BUYS 97. 5.07 1.61 97. 5.17 1.46 _ 97. 2.47 1.81 97. 2.53 2.95

10TAL SES I 304. 5.25 1.56 384. 4.89 1.70 304.. 3.00 2.07 384. 2.96 2.07
TOTAL SES 2 316. 4.99 1.66 316. 5.10 1.55 316. 2.91 2.10 116. 2.74 2.08

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 5.20 1.55 323. 4.86 1.76 323. 3.10
_.

2.19 323.- -1.13 2.18
IUTAL BUYS 377. 5.04 1.67 177. 5.13 1.48

- -377. 2.81 1.99 177. 2.57 1.97

IIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE OMD/ SEX



INDIA

TABLET PROBLEM THIRTEEN

ITEM HUM WRUNG IS IMF

GROUP REPURIEO

SUMMARY MEANS ANU

ANUVA PRUOLEM 13,
IVICTIMI.

POLICEMAN SCULOING BOY
520

N MEAN 5.0.

STANUARU DEVIATIONS FUR PAR

VICTIM RATING.

POLICEMAN SCOLDING GIRL
538

N MEAN S.U.

MMES.

BUY SCULOING POLICEMAN
564

N MEAN S.U.

GIRL SCULOIAG POLICEMAN
552

N MEAN S.U.

GRAUE 4, TUTAL
SLS 1

241.
134.

4.89
4.01

1.67
1.74

241.
134.

4.60
4.55

1.94
1.97

241.
134.

3.33
3.80

2.10
2.12

241. 3.26
;:11:

StS 2
GIRLS

LOT.
108.

4.97
4.87

1.61
1.70

107.
108.

4.54
4.64

1.90
1.82

107.
108.

2.85
3.56

2.08
2.09

107. 2.98 22:166

BOYS 133. 4.92 1.65 133. 4.55 2,06 133. 3.09 2.11 M. ;::: 2.13

UTICA 6, TOTAL 260. 4.79 1.TO 260. 4.74 1.67 260. 3.19 2.14 260. 3.08 2.09
SLS 1 154. 4.67 1.80 154. 4.46 1.70 154. 3.30 2.14 154. 3.24 1.99
StS 2 106. 4.90 1.60 106. 5.03 1.64 106. 3.09 2.14 2.19
GIRLS 113. 4.75 1.73 113. 4.67 1.53 113. 3.20 2.20 113. 3.24 2.12
BUYS 141. 4.82 1.67 14T. 4.82 1.01 147. 3.19 2.09 147. 2.92 2.06

L.KAUE 80 TUTAL 149. 4.67 1.80 199. 4.44 1.92 199. 2.95 1.90 199. 1.25 2.18
SLS 1 96. 4.63 1.99 96. 4.44 2.10 96. 2.54 1.91 96. 3.09 2.2T
SFS 2 103. 4.71 1.61 103. 4.43 1.75 103. 3.36 1.89 103.

1

2.09
GIRLS 102. 5.03 1.70 102. 4.27 2.10 102. 3.14 2.09 3../ 2.30
BOYS 91. 4.31 1.91 97. 4.60 1.T5 97. 2.75 1.70 92. 2.92 2.06

TUTAL SES 1 384. 4.70 1.04 384. 4.48 1.92 384. 1.21 2.06 384. 3.26 2.14
TOTAL SLS 2 316. 4.86 1.61 316. 4.70 1.T6 316. 3.10 2.04 316. 3.10 2.14

IUTAL GIRLS 323. 4.88 1.71 323. 4.53 1.82 323. 3.30 2.13 323. 3.49 2.19
TUTAL BUYS 311. 4.68 1.74 377. 4.66 1.87 377. 3.01 1.97 2.00

SIGNIFICANT Ervv:is SEX



INDIA

TABLE: PROBLEM TWELVE

SUMMARY MEA4S AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

Sof/WARY STATUS SCORES. ANOVA PRUMLEM 12, VARIABLES 1 -3.
ITEM . HUN WRONG IS IME /AGGRESSOR:.

ADULT ATTACKING CHILI)

AGGRESSOR RATING.

CHILD ATTACKING ADULT CHILD ATTAKCING CHILD

GROUP REPORTED

511,515.519.521.525,527,
529.533.537,539,545.553

N MEAN S.D.

517,541.543,549,551,
5570591563

N MEAN S.D.

513,523,531,535,541,
555.561,565

4 MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4, tUFAL 241. 1.10 1.40 241. 5.09 1.38 241. 4.22 1.40
SES 1 134. 3.31 1.40 144. 4.75 1.47 134. 4.24 1.38
SES 2 107. 2.88 1.40 107. 5.43 1.29 101. 4.21 1.42
GIRLS 108. 3.16 1.33 108. 4.95 1.33 108. 4.17 1.35
BUYS 133. 3.03 1.47 133. 5.22 1.43 133. 4.213 1.45

GRADE 6, TOTAL 2613. 2.35 1.21 260. 5.10 1.42 260. 4.00 1.25
SES 1 154. 2.59 1.28 154. 4.84 1.43 154. 3.90 1.28
SES 2 106. 2.11 1.15 106. 5.36 1.42 106. 4.11 1.22
GIRLS 113. 2.29 1.31 113. 5.01 1.49 113. 3.86 1.45
BDYS 147. 2.40 1.12 147. 5.19 1.36 147. 4.21 Ieu5

GRADE 8, TOTAL 199. 2.21 1.02 199. 5.23 1.22 199. 3.99 1.08
SLS 1 96. 2.31 1.15 96. 4.91 1.34 96. 3.85 1.68
ses 2 103. 2.23 J.89 103. 5.55 1.11 103. 4.14 1.08
GIRLS 102. 2.37 1.11 102. 5.17 1.33 102. 3.89 1.62
OUY5 9/. 2.18 J.93 97. 5.29 1.12 97. 4.10 1.14

TOTAL SES 1 384. 2.74 1.27 384. 4.83 1.41 384. 3.99 1.25
FOIAL SES 2 316. 2.41 1.15 316. 5.44 1.27 316. 4.15 1.24

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 2.61 1.25 323. 5.05 1.38 323. 3.95 1.27
TOTAL. BUYS 377. 2.54 1.17 377. 5.23 1.30 371. 4.19 L.21

SIGNIFICANT D'FZCTS

TABLE: PROBLEM SIXTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INUICES.

SUMMARY STATUS SCORES. ANOVA PROBLEM 16. VARIABLES 1-3. VICTIM RATING.
ITEM HUN WRONG IS THE (VICTIM/.

GROUP REPORTED

ADULT ATTACKING CHILD
512.526.520.522.526,520,
530.534.538.540.546.554

N MEAN S.D.

CHILD ATTACKING ADULT
5180421544.550g

. 552,558.560,564

N MEAN S.D.

CHILD AFTAKCING CHILD
514,524,532.536,
548.556.562,566

N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4, TOTAL 241. 4.79 1.22 241. 3.13 1.61 241. 3.92 1.38
SES 1 134. 4.72 1.32 134. 3.51 1.61 134. 4.J4 1.49
SES 2 107. 4.86 1.12 107. 2.74 1.61 107. 3.80 1.28
GIRLS 108. 4.85 1.20 1013. 3.40 1.54 108. 4.16 1.35
BUYS 133. 4.74 1.24 133. 2.85 1.68 133. 3.68 1.41

GRADE 6, TOTAL 260. 5.02 1.05 260. 2.88 1.55 260. 3.99 1.25
SES 1 154. 4.89 1.02 154. 1.07 1.56 154. 3.90 1.30
SES 2 106. 5.16 1.08 106. 2.69 1.54 106. 4.'39 1.21
GIRLS 413. 5.08 1.05 113. 1.0? 1.71 113. 4.03 1.29
BUYS 147. .4.96 1.05 147. 2.69 1.39 147. 3.95 1.21

GRADE 8, TOTAL 199. 4.80 1.12 199. 2.92 1.46 199. 3.71 1.07
SLS 1 96. 4.83 1.24 96. 2.84 1.51 96. 3.73 1.19
SES 2 103. 4.77 1.01 103. 3.00 1.42 103. 3.70 0.95
GIRLS 102. 4.64 1.29 102. 3.24 1.68' 102. 1.75 1.12
BOYS 97. 4.9, 0.95 97e 2.60 1.25 97. 3.68 1.02

. !DIAL SES 1 304. 4.81 1.19 384. 3.14 1.56 384. 3.89 1.33
TOTAL SES 2 116. 4.93 1.07 316. 2.81 1.53 316. 3.86 1.15

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 4.86 1.18 3230 3.24 1.64 323. 1.98 1.26
TOTAL BUYS 311. 4.89 1.08 377. 2.71 1.44 377. 3.71 1.21

SUGNIGICANT EFFLOTS
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11111A

TAHLKI 114041.111 TEN

SUMMARY MCANS ANTI S0A90480 00VIATIONS Fjfi PA/ 11101M.

UNPARY 5E0 5t.J8111. A1UVA PKURLtR 100 VARIABLES 1 -4.
ITEM - HUM WA016 IS till IAGGIOSSORI.

AGGRESSOR RAIINL.

PARENTS H11 CHILDREN CHILOREN HII CHILDREN PARENTS SCOLD CHILDREN CnILORLN SCOLD 04111811N

GROUP R1PURIFO

52102905390553

N MEAN 1.0......
513035054/0564

N MEAN S.D.

5110525033.545

N MEAN S.U.

57103105506'P

N MEAN 5.0.

GRADE 4, 101AL 241. 3.12 1.63 741. 4.37 1.43 241. 3.12 1.46 241. 4.1..5 .56
SLS I 134. 3.34 1.64 114. 4.31 1.37 114e 3.36 1.43 134. 408 .5/
SLS 2 107. 2.91 1.62 W. 4.31 1.50 lOt. 2.89 1.50 1117. 4.03 .51
UIALS 10d. 3.16 1.56 108. 4.25 1.36 IDS. 3.20 1.40 108. 4.66 .5.
dlY5 133. 3.09 1.10 133. 4.49 1.50 133. 3.04 1.53 133. 4..5 .63

GRADE 6, IdtAL 26d. 2.37 1.42 260. 4.23 1.36 26U. 2.29 1.21 260. 3.76 .34
SF% I 154. 2.59 1.4? 154. 4.10 1.36 154. 2.54 1.33 154. 3.68 .45
St% 2 106. 2.16 1.31 106. 4.15 1.36 106. 2.C4 1.71 lU6. 3.84 .33
GIRLS III. 2.28 1.41 113. 3.91 1.50 113. 2.24 1.11 113. 3.64 .56
4041 141. 2.47 1.32 147. 4.52 1.22 14/. 204 1.22 147. 3.89 .22

GRADE 8, IdtAL 199. 2.51 1.39 199. 4.26 103 144. 2.32(1 0.99 199. 3.1. .14
St% I 96. 2.39 1.44 96. 3.49 1.35 46. 2.10 1.09 96. 3.411 .4h
SFS 1 103. 2.61 1.34 1113. 4.52 1.32 143. 1.19 0.49 101. 3.12 .2
6141A 102. 2.6d 1.60 102. 4.12 1.35 102. 2.16 1.06 102. 3.62 .31
0015 91. 2.34 1.11 97. 4.19 1.32 47. 1.84 0.92 91. 3.18 .15

10I92 SFS 1 384. 2.77 1.51 384. 4.15 1.36 384. 2.67 1.213 384. 3.81 .51
100AL SES 2 316. 2.56 1.44 316. 4.41 1.19 316. 2.28 1.20 316. 3.66 .15

10161 411115 323. 2.10 1.56 1236 4.10 1.40 323. 2.51 1.26 323. 3.11 .4h
101AL 8015 171. 2.63 1.40 1/1. 4.41 1.35 371. 2.41 1.22 377. 3.10 .4:

taaNIFIcAirr wrirm, WUX6 1:101 1.65

LUILUREN SCULU PARENTS TEACHERS SLOLO (.1111UkE4 CNILUNk1 SCULO ILACHERS PULICtNeN SCULD :412044.11
517.541.549.516 515,527 541.557 119.531

;Roue afruatLu N MEAN S.U. N 8148 S.O. N MEA4 S.U. N MEAY 5.0.

URAUE 40 10tAL 241. 5.15 1.39 241. 2.88 1.60 241. 5.15 1.58 241. 3.19 1.69
S.:5 I 134. 4.00 1.52 114. 3.02 1.60 134. 4.85 1.61 134. 3.46 1.7:
5LS 2 107. 5.44 1.27 10. 2.15 1.60 101. 5.44 1.55 10/. 2.92 1.68
uIRLS 108. 5.01 1.36 108. 3.33 1.51 108. 5.10 1.47 18. 3.23 1.59
,1095 133. 5.28 1.43 133. 2.74 1.66 133. 5.19 1.68 133. 3.15 1.79

GRADE 6. IuTAL 26J. 5.24 1.39 260. 2.81 1.37 26J. 5.06 1.11 260. 2.56 1.57
S'..% I 154. 4.90 1.42 154. 2.44 1.46 154. 4.19 1.67 154. 2.81 1.57
SFS 2 106. 5.59 1.35 106. 1.41 1.28 106. 5.34 8.75 L06. 2.31 1.56
414LS M. 5.09 1.53 113. 2.13 1.35 113. 5.72 1.71 113. 2.55 1.64
BUYS 147. 5.39 1.25 141. 2.21 1.39 147. 5.11 1.11 141. 2.57 1.49

GRADE 8, TUTAL 199. 5.25 1.35 199. 2.03 1.11 199. 5.51 1.48 199. 2.57 1.47
51.5 I 96. 4.80 1.53 96. 2.08 1.28 96. 5.30 1.55 96. 2.76 1.65
StS 2 103. 5.69 1.18 103. 1.98 1.07 103. 5.72 1.42 103. 2.38 1.28
GIRLS 102. 5.08 1.61 102. 2.15 1.13 ao2. 5.56 1.51 102. 2.39 I.4J
dUTS 97. 5.42 1.10 97. 1.91 1.22 91. 5.46 1.46 91. 2.76 1.54

TU1AL SLS I 384. 4.83 1.49 384. 2.51 1.45 384. 4.98 1.61 134. 3.01 1.65
10161 SES 2 316. 5.59 1.22 116. 2.21 1.12 316. 5.50 1.57 316. 2.54 1.51

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 5.06 1.50 123. 2.44 1.34 323. 5.23 1.57 323. 2.72 1.54
TOTAL BUYS 377. 3.36 1.26 377. 2.29 1.42 377. 5.74 1.61 377. 2.83 1.61

BIORIPIOART 0240 TN 5103 OFUMS

GROUP REPUTED

GNILIMEN SCOUT DMICENEV
551,563

N MEAN S.O. N 7N.A5 S.O.

GRACIE 4, TOTAL 241. 4.41 1.69 GRADE 80 IntAL 199. 4.92 1.61
SLS I 134. 4.54 1.73 SLS 1 96. 4.14 1.69
SLS 2 107. 5.28 1.65 SLS 7 103. 5.09 1.51
GIRLS 108. 4.68 1.69 GIRLS 102. 5.01 1.63
HOTS II). 5.14 1.69 NUYS 9/. 4.83 1.63

GRADE 6, TOTAL 260. 4.84 1.78 TOTAL SES I 384. 4.68 1.71
SLS I 154. 4.76 1.70 TOTAL SES 2 316. 5.10 1.70
SES 106. 4.93 1.87
GIRLS 113. 4.81 1.76 TOTAL 01885 321. 4.84 1.69
BOYS 141. 4.06 1.81 TOTAL BOYS 371. 4.94 1.71

SI0N1FICANT 1 n=



INDIA

1A111111 P11001.78 VOIINTKIIN

SUMMARY MLANS AND STANDARD 01411111UNS FON PAR 14E/ICES.

SUNMAN./ SET SLORLSe ANUVA PRLH1LEM 14. VAR1ADLES
ITEM .6 HUM WRONG IS THE IVICTIMI.

PARC4IS HIT CHILDREN
52/.53085408554

4ROUP RLPORIED N MEAN S.O.

VILTIM RATING.

CHILDREN HIT CHILDREN ',Awes SCUM CHILDREN
514.93615461562 512.526.114046

N 14014 5.0. N MEAS S.L.

LAILOREN SCAU C411.0719
624.512.61466

MEAN S.O.

411110E 4. 101AL 241e 4.74 1.43 241e 3.82 1.49 241. 4.73 1.31 241. 4...1 1.46
SIS 1 114. 4.62 1057 134. 3.93 I.S8 134. 4.67 1.3S 134. 4.15 1.46
SFS 2 107. 4.86 1.29 101. 1.71 1.17 107. 4./8 1.26 Iul. 3.8/ 1.17
GIRLS 108. 4.313 1.40 178e 4.12 1.42 1U8. 4.73 1.26 108. 4.19 1.44
8075 1)3. 4.60 1.46 III. 1.52 1.55 133. 4.72 1.35 133. 3.83 1.49

GRAOE 6. TOTAL 260. 5.04 1.16 260. 3.95 1.35 260. 5.16 1.11 266. 4..1 1.34
StS 1 154. 4.93 1.14 154. 3.82 1.36 154. 4.91 1..9 154. 3.94 1.42
StS 2 106. 5.16 1.18 106. 4.07 1.33 106. 5.21 1.14 106. 4.J0 1.25
GIRLS 113. 5.14 1.18 113. 3.99 1.37 113. 5.13 1.67 113. 4.55 1.36
11085 147. 4.95 1.14 147. 3.90 1.33 14T. 4.98 1.16 147. 3.47 1.31

GRACE 8. IOTAL 199. 4.81 1.36 199. 3.65 1.26 199. 4.30 1.23 199. 3.75 1.2e
SES 1 96. 4.80 1.50 96. 3.69 1.40 96. 4.85 1.31 96. 3.76 1.4j
SFS 2 103. 4.82 1.22 103. 3.62 1.13 103. 4.75 1.13 103. 3.75 1.16
GIRLS 102. 4.59 1.52 102. 8.79 1.36 102. 4.55 1.38 152. 3.68 1.39
80VS 97. 4.04 1.20 97. 3.51 1.16 97. 5.1.15 1.08 97. 3.83 1.16

TOTAL SES I 384. 4.78 1.40 384. 3.81 1.45 384. 4.81 1.26 384. 3.95 1.46
TOTAL SLS 2 316. 4.95 1.23 316. 3.80 1.29 316. 4.11 1.18 316. 3.90 1.26

TOTAL NIRLS 323. 4.87 1.37 323. 3.97 1.19 323. 4.81 1.24 323. 3.97 1.4.
TOTAL dOVS 377. 4.86 1.27 377. 3.65 1.35 377. 4.92 1.20 377. 3.86 1.32

sionnwr anrxTs La
CHIMI,

GRWP REPORTED

CHILDREN SCOLD PARENTS
518.342.540.560

N MEAN S.O.

TEACHERS SCOLD CHILDREN
516.528

N MEAN S.O.

CHILDREN SCOLD
544.558

N MEAN

TLACHERS

S.O.

POLICEME4 SCULO
52E/038

N MEA4 S.D.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. 3.06 1.41 241. 5.05 1.35 241. 3.10 1.85 241.
::761

1.54

SES 1 134. 3.45 1.67 134. 5.06 1.42 134. 3.47 1.04 1.58

SES 2 107. 2.61 1.55 107. 5.04 1.28 107. 2.12 1.85 101. 4.81 1.50

GIRLS 108. 1.33 1.57 108. 5.05 1.37 108. 3.32 1.75 108. 4.75 1.54

BOYS 133. 2.79 1.65 113. 5.04 1.33 113. 2.87 L.45 113e 4.71 1.51

GRADE 6. TOTAL 260. 2.77 1.56 260. 5.16 1.36 260. 2.86 1.80
'M: :.Z17,

1.39

SES 1 154. 3.05 1.61 154. 5.01 1.29 154. 2.92 1.71 4.56 1.41

StS 2 106. 2.49 1.51 106. 5.24 1.43 106. 2.79 1.90 106. 4.97 1.36

GIRLS 113. 1.02 1.72 113. 5.21 1.33 113. 3.73 1.93 113. 4.71 1.35

11085 147. 2.52 1.40 147. 5.10 1.39 147. 2.69 1.47 147. 4.8? 1.41

URADE 8. TOTAL 199. 2.92 1.58 M. 4.97 1.42 199. 2.75 1.80 199. 4.55 1.47

SFS 1 96. 3.01 1.66 96. 5.08 1.49 96. 2.53 1.88 96. 4.54 1.61

SES 2 103. 2.83 1.90 103. 4.86 1.35 103. 2.97 1.71 103. 4.57 1.34

GIRLS 102. 3.11 1.83 102. 4.83 1.56 102. 3.00 2.01 102. 4.65 1.56

BUYS 97. 2.53 1.32 97. 5.12 1.28 97. 2.50 1.58 97. 4.46 1.38

TOTAL SES 1 384. 3.17 1.65 384. 5.07 1.40 384. 2.98 1.81 384. 4.59 1.53

TOTAL SES 2 316. 2.66 1.52 116. S.OS 1.3S 316. 2.81 1.82 316. 4.78 1.4-

101AL GIRLS 323. 1.22 1.71 123. S.03 1.42 121. 3.12 1.90 321. 4.71 1.4R

TOTAL NUYS 377. 2.62 1.46 377. 5.09 1.34 377. 2.69 1.71 377. 4.67 1.45

sicanwurr 177DCT8 8E8 8/3( SIX

GRWP RLPORIED

CHILDREN SCOLD POLICEAE4
552.564

N MEAN S.D.
N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4, TOTAL 241. 3.29 1.90 GRADE Ac TOTAL 199. 3.10 1.68
SLS 1 134. 3.66 1.03 SCS 1 96. 2.81 1.72
SFS 2 1D7. 2.92 1.97 SES 2 103. 3.38 1.63
NIRLS 108. 3.62 1.85 GIRLS 102. 3.36 1.78
MUMS 133. 2.97 1.96 11011 97. 2.84 1.57

GRADE 6, TOTAL 260. 3.14 1.91 TOTAL SLS I 384. 1.25 1.79
SES 1 154. 3.27 1.81 TOTAL SES 2 316. 3.10 1.87
SLS 2 106. 3.01 2.01
GIRLS 113. 3.22 1.93 TOTAL GIRLS 323. 3.40 1.85
ISOVS 141. 3.05 1.89 TOTAL BOYS 377. 2.95 1.81

810111/10ART DIPLOM



INDIA

TABLE t EROSION ELEVEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANU STANUANU DIVIAIIUNS FOR PAM INUICES.

SJMMARY SEX SZ.URES. ANOVA PROBLEM 11. VARIABLES 14.
ITEM HUY WRONG IS 114E (AGGRESSOR).

AGGRESSOR RATING.

GREW REPURIE0

MALE A111111E184 MALE
511.519.531.535.

5)9.541.563

N MEAN S.D.

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE
517.523.529.5340171561

N MEAN S.O.

FEMALE ATTACKING MALL
513.545.549.551,553.555

N MEAN S.U.

FEMALE AIIAK:190 F. 641.
4212525.447.554256'.

N MEAN 5.0.

GRAUE 4. TOTAL 241. 3.96 1.16 241. 3.92 1.33 241. 4.13 I.2R 241. 3.96 1.33

SOS ( 134. 3.92 1.25 134. 4.04 1.39 1)4. 4.10 1.29 134. 3.97 1.41

SLS 2 107. 4.00 1.07 107. 3.81 1.21 107. 4.16 1.27 1(.7. 3.94 1.25

GIRLS 108. 3.88 1.13 108. 3.98 1.30 108. 4.67 1.18 108. 3.69 1.32

BUYS 133. 4.04 1.19 133. 3.87 1.36 133. 4.19 1.47 133. 4.73 1.34

GRAUE 6. IUTAL 260. 3.55 1.04 260. 3.35 1.19 2h0. 3.91 1.12 3.58 1.13

SLS 1 154. 3.57 1.06 154. 3.40 1.22 154. 3.83 1.16 154. 3.57 1.16

SOS 2 106. 3.54 1.02 106. 3.21 1.17 106. 3.98 109 106. 3.78 1.1)

GIRLS 113. 3.47 1.16 113. 3.25 1.23 113. 3.71 1.22 113. 3.57 1.25

WITS 14E. 3.64 u.92 147. 3.46 1.16 147. .10 1.12 147. 1.78 1.01

GRACIE Bo TOTAL 199. 3.68 0.92 199. 3.34 1.05 199. 3.79 0.97 199. 3.54 0.19

SOS 1 96. 3.69 0.93 96. 3.10 1.11 96. 3.61 1..74 96. 3.44

SOS 2 103. 3.66 0.90 1034 3.58 0.99 103. 3.98 0.88 103. 3.64 1.00

GIRLS 102. 3.62 0.97 102. 3.42 1.00 102. 3.67 1.06 ? 3.47 1.06

BUYS 97. 3.73 0.86 97. 3.17 1.09 9'. 3.92 0.88 97. 3.61 0.91

10IAL SES 1
TOTAL SFS 2

384.
316.

3.12
1.73

1.08
1.00

384.
316.

3.55
4.53

1.24
1.14

384.
316.

3.85
4.04

1.17
I.18

384.
316.

3.56
s-71

1.19
1.12

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 3.65 1.09 323. 3.58 1.18 323. 1.82 1.15 823. 3.65 1.21

101A1. tIOYS 377. 3.80 0.99 377. 3.50 1.21 377. 4.07 1.19 377. 1.81 1.09

01011IF1CANT F37FIL.70 GRADE GRADE GRAD.. GROG

TABLEt PROBLEM FIFTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STAINOARU DEVIATIONS FUR PAR
- -

SUMMARY SEX SCORES. ANOVA PROBLEM 15. VARIABLES 1 -4. vim', RATING.
TOE IVICTIM).ITEM IAA WRUNG IS

INDICES.

GROUP REPURTE0

MALE AU/WING MALE
512.520.532.536.

540.442.564

N MEAN S.U.

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE
518.523.529.534.538.562

N MEAN S.O.

FEMALE ATTACKING MALE
514.546.550.552054.554

N MEAN Sou.

FEMALE ATTAKCING FEMALE
5221526.5480602566

N MEAN S.O.

(A AOE 4. TOTAL 241. 4.12 1.16 241. 4.19 1.24 241. 3.91 1.31 241. 4.10 1.34
SES 1 136. 4.21 1.30 1)4. 4.24 1.38 134. 4.01 1.40 134. 4.10 1.49
SLS 2 101. 4.03 1.02 107. 4.13 1.10 107. 3.75 1.23 107. 4.0) 1.18
GIRLS 108. 4.31 1.19 10e. 4.28 1.23 108. 4.15 1.21 108. 4.27 1.4::

BUYS 133. 3.93 1.14 133. 4.09 1.25 133. 3.67 1.42 133. 3.92 1.29

GRAUE 6. TOTAL 260. 4.18 0.96 260. 4.30 1.06 260. 3.65 1.15 260. 4.28 1.12
SFS I 154. 4.17 0.99 154. 4.15 1.14 154. 3.97 1.22 154. 4.16 1.15
SES 2 006. 4.19 3.93 106. 4.45 0.98 106o 1.72 1.08 1u6. 4.41 1.09
GIRLS 113. 4.29 1.02 113. 4.30 1.05 113. 4.0S 1.21 113. 4.30 1.17
BOYS 141. 4.07 0.89 147. 4.10 1.08 14E. 3.64 1.09 147. 4.27 1.07

GRACIE B. TOTAL 199. 3.149 0.88 159. 4.13 1.06 199. 3.89 1.10 199. 4.134 1.04
SES 96. 3.78 1.01 96. 4.20 1.19 96. 3.93 1.21 96. 4.07 1.17
SFS 2 103. 4.00 0.75 103. 4.06 0.93 103. 3.83 0.99 103. 6.0) 3.90
GIRLS 102. 3.95 0.98 102. 4.06 1.07 102. 4.03 1.17 lu2.. 1.11
BUYS 97. 3.84 0.18 91. 4.19 1.34 97. 3.78 1.03 9/. 4.04 0.97

ruin SES I 384. 4.05 1.10 304. 4.20 1.24 384. 3.99 1.27 384. 4.14 1.27
TOTAL SES 2 316. 4.07 0.90 316. 4.22 1.00 316. 3.77 1.10 316. 4.14 1.06

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 4.18 1.06 323. 4.21 1.11 123. 4.07 1.20 323. 4.20 1.23
TOTAL BOYS 377. 3.94 0.94 377. 4.20 1.12 )7E. 3.70 1.10 377. 4.08 1.17

CIONITIMIT mmrms Ohl( Ila
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1(4111A

TABLE1 PIMA* RIVE

1FEM - HUM MRU96 IS

380UP REPURIED

SUMMARY MEANS.

ANUVA PROBLEM lo
(HE 1A6GRESSOR1.

FAIRER 8111145 503*
539

N MEAN S.O.

ANO STANDAR!, OFVIA1101/S

04611E55134

FAIHER HIII180 UAU6MIER
529

N MEAN 5.0.

FOR PAR NUKES.

RAZING.

MUIFILR 8777190 SOV
551

4 MEAN S.U.

M:.11934

M

ORL,19114
521

ME45 S.U.

loitADE 4. (01AL 241. 3.14 2.15 241. 3.18 1.94 241. 3.23 2.09 241. 2.214 1.81
ScS 1 134. 3.50 2.04 134. 3.48 1.99 1144 3.37 2.01 134.

;,,,Z ::11:'1'SCS 2 107. 3.18 2.20 107. 2.813 1.99 107. 1.03 2.10 101.
GIRLS 108. 3.30 2.01 108. 3.21 1.97 105. 3.32 2.04 108. 2.87 1.11
Akin 131. 3.31 2.26 133. 3.15 2.01 135. 3.79 2.13 133. 2.81 1.41

61(401 6, IJIAL
S'S 1

260.
154.

2.25 1.66
2.49 1.75

260.
154.

2.45
2.81

1.11
1.84

463.
164.

2.54 1.92
2.66 1.88 26"154. 613;:42: 1.2

StS 2 106. 2.04 1.58 106. 2.13 1.71 1A. 2.4i 1.95 106. 2.12 1.55
GIRLS 113. 2.26 1.71 113. 2.37 1.69 Ill. 2.17 1.84 Ili. 2.11 1.59
31YS 382. 2.24 1.62 147. 2.60 1.8S 141. 2.11 2.00 141. 2.41 1.71

6RAUE 8, td(AL 194. 2.41 1.71 199. 2.86 1.9U 199e 2.46 1.70 199. 2.31 1.7J
SrS 1 96. 2.39 1.84 96. 2.88 1.92 96. 2.16 1.6? 98. 2.22 1.31
St5 2 LOS. 2.54 1.72 103. 2.84 1.89 103. 2.16 1.78 to). 2.44 1.7:1
614LS 102. 2.56 1.89 102. 1.26 2.18 102. 2.51) 1.94 102. 2.48 2.01
dJYS 91. 2.38 1.67 97. 2.47 1.63 97. 2.42 1.47 97. 2.14 1.4.

(01AL SES 1 164. 2.79 1.89 384. 3.07 1.92 364. 2.73 1.86 384. 2.48 1.14
10181 SES 2 316. 2.58 1.83 116. 2.62 1.86 316. 2.14 1.4S 316. 1.14 1.71

101AL 6IRLS 323. 2.11 1.88 123. 2.95 1.95 121. 2.73 1.44 123. 2.31 1.16
(01AL 3385 177. 2.66 1.85 ill. 2.74 1.81 177. 2.14 1.81 377. 2.46 1.68

icsti, WANT EFFI:I:IS GRAM CRAM mAhl:

BUY HIlfiSu BUY BOY 8171146 GIRL 6IRL HIVING BOY 6181. 817713(6 6161
535 561 511 547

611UUP 11[16.181LU N MILAN S.D. N MEAN 5.0. 9 MEAN S.D. N MEA9 5.0.

GRAUE 4, IdIAL 241. 4.40 1.98 241. 4.45 2.03 241. 4.16 1.95 241. 4.55 1.97
StS 1 134. 4.47 1.91 114. 4.33 2.00 114. 4.18 1.82 134. 4.58 2.06
SrS
v110.5

4r, 107.
1013.

4.33 2.04
4.21 2.00

107-
108.

4.57
4.46

2.05
1.99

107.
108.

4.13 2.08
4.04 1.94 :1-1,4:

4.51 1.41
1.95

d UV. 133. 4.54 1.96 133. 4.44 7.06 135. 4.27 1.95 113. 4.71 2.0.

6840E 6, 1 .11 AL 26u. 4.05 1.99 260. 6.26 2.15 26U. 4.31 1.i2 41.J. 4.371 2.26
SrS 154. 3.94 1.811 154. 4.24 2.00 154. 4.21 1.89 154. 4.64 2.11
S.. S 2 106. 4.11 2.10 106. 4.27 2.31 106. 4.15 1.94 106. 4.77 2.0,
..I BLS

dJYS
113.
141.

3.65 1.97
4.46 2.01

111.
147.

4.16
4.85

2.11
2.17

113.
147.

3.14 1.54
4.82 1.88

113.
4/: 44.2524 22.01

64 ANE 8, (01AL 199. 4.44 1.86 149. 4.15 2.09 199. 3.94 1.44 199. 1.89
SI S 1 96. 4.49 1.93 96. 1.50 2.31 96. 3.64 2.14 ::::; 1.9,
SrS 2
v1RLS

133.
102.

4.39 1.78
4.34 1.88

103.
102.

4.81
4.41

1.86
2.04

103.
102.

4.27 1.84
3.62 2.01 1;.1 :::4 7 IC:

HUYS 91. 4.53 1.83 97. 3.90 2.14 97. 4.46 1.98 97. 4.17 1.81

101AL StS 1 384. 4.333 1.91 384. 4.33 2.10 184. 4.01 1.75 334. 4.15 2.43
1(11 AL SES ! 316. 4.29 1.98 316. 4.55 2.07 116. 4.24 1.45 136. 4.67 1.92

lUIAL u1RIS 323. 4.08 1.95 123. 5.34 7.)5 321. 3./5 1.47 321. 4.87 1. 911
10IAL 8,111 M. 4.51 1.91 371. 4.73 2.12 111. 4.52 1.44 177. 4.70 I. 46

.I..51r or 351



INDIA

TABLE, PROBLEM 19:66

338$ - HUM WRUNG IS TILE

GROUP REPORIE0

SUMMARY

ANOVA PRUOLEM 91
IAGGRESSORI.

FATHER SCULUING SUN
ill

N MEAN S.D.

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

. AGGRESSOR RAIING.

FATHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER mimic, SCOLDING SUN
533 545

N KEAN S.O. N KEAY S.O.

MOTHER SCOLDING DAIGHIER
525

9 41144 S.O.

GRADE 41 TUTAL 241. 3.23 1.95 241. 3.24 2.01 241. 3.14 2.16 241. 2.97 1.09
SES 1 134. 3.27 1.84 134. 1.55 2.03 114. 3.43 2.12 134. 3.26 1.1.5

StS 2 107. 3.19 2.05 107. 2.93 1.98 107. 2.85 2.21 107. 2.69 1.91
GIRLS 108. 3.12 1.98 10e. 1.45 1.95 100. 3.22 2.12 108. 3.11 1.03
GUYS 133. 3.34 1.92 133. 3.02 2.06 133. 3.06 2.21 133. 2.84 1.94

GRADE 6, TUTAL 260. 2.39 1.12 260. 2.23 1.71 260. 2.31 1.16 260. 2.32 1.66
SES 1 154. 2.67 1.77 154. 2.50 1.69 154. 2.48 1.78 154. 2.61 1.77
SES 2 106. 2.12 1.67 106. 1.91 1.73 106. 2.13 1.73 106. 2.02 1.55
GMS 113. 2.23 1.71 113. 2.11 1.60 113. 2.33 1.02 113. 2.3? 1.74
dUYS 147. 2.56 1.73 147. 2.30 1.03 147. 2.29 1.69 147. 2.31 1.58

GRADE 8, TUTAL 199. 1.71 1.24 1S9. 2.44 1.79 199. 2.10 1.53 199. 1.82 1.22
SES 1 95. 1.66 1.42 96. 2.68 1.97 96. 2.31 1.69 96. 1.83 1.36
SLS 2 103. 1.74 1.05 103. 2.20 1.62 103. 1.90 1.37 103. 1.81 1.09
ulRLS 102. 1.50 1.07 102. 2.92 2.10 102. 2.44 1.87 102. 1.85 1.34
BOYS 97. 1.91 1.40 91. 1.96 1.40 97. 1.76 1.19 97. 1.79 1.13

TUTAL SES 384. 2.54 1.68 384. 2.91 1.90 384. 2.74 1.85 364. 2.57 1.66
TOTAL SES 2 316. 2.3S 1.59 316. 2.37 1.78 316. 2.29 1.77 316. 2.37 1.52

TOTAL 319LS 323. 2.28 1.59 323. 2.05 1.39 323. 2.66 6.94 323. 2.43 1.64
10fAt BOYS 37T. 2.60 1.68 377. 2.43 1079 177. 2.37 1.73 311. 2.31 1.54

SICNIFIECNT EFFECTS CRAM SIX GRADE SES GRADE SES SES

GROUP BLPORILO

8DY SrOL014G BUY
531

MEAN S.D.

DOY SCOLDING
422

N MEAN

GIRL

S.O.

GIRL SSOLUING 83Y
555

N MEAN S.D.

7.14L

N

SCOLDING GIRL
565

NEA4 S.D.

GRACE 4. TUTAL
Its t

241.
134.

1.06
1.99

2.05
2.01

241.
114.

3.92
4.02

2.13
2.34

241.
134.

4.19
4.71

2.11
2.08

241.
134.

4.34
4.23

2.01
2.04

SES 2 101. 3.73 2.06 101. 3.82 2.21 107. 4.17 2.14 101. 4.48 2.13
GIRLS 108. 3.89 1.95 108. 4.00 2.10 108. 4.14 2.42 108. 4.22 2.04
GUYS 1)3. 3.83 2.15 13). 3.76 2.15 133. 4.24 2.2J M. 4.45 2.10

(AMA 6. 1018L 260. 3.40 1.91 260. 8.39 2.00 260. 4.C7 2.10 260. 4.16 1.93
SFS 1 15.. 1.40 1.96 154. 3.69 2.00 154. 3.72 2.01 154. 3.87 1.97
St5 JOE. 3.50 1.98 106. 1.08 7.00 106. 4.41 2.19 106. 4.45 2.02
GIRLS 113. 3.5) 2.04 115. 1.33 1.96 118. 3.89 2.03 113. 3.86 2.04
0j11 147. 3.44 1.90 147. 3.45 2.01 147. 4.26 2.16 147. 4.46 1.96

GRAUE 8. TUTAL 197. 3.97 1.80 199. 3.15 1.91 199. 3.83 1.95 199. 3.96 2.06
SES 1 96. 4.24 2.14 96. 2.76 1.94 96. 3.15 7.19 96. 4.08 2.16
SLS 2 101. 3.74 1.62 10). 1.44 1.08 101. 3.86 1.72 101. 1.83 1.84
GIRLS 102. 4.19 1.96 102. 2.19 1.10 102. 3.47 2.11 102. 4.13 2.04
8011 91. 3.14 1.80 91. 1.51 2.01 91. 4.14 1.119 97. 3.79 1.96

IDIAL SIT, I 304. 1.91 2.04 064. 3.49 1.99 184. 3.89 2.09 164. 4.34 2.06
TUTAL SI S 2 Ile. 3.66 Lee 316. 3.48 2.0) 316. 4.15 2.07 316. 4.25 1.99

TUTAL GIRLS 323. 3.e8 1.98 323. 1.40 1.95 123. 3.68 2.02 323. 4.07 2.04
tU1AL 63tS )77. ).69 1.9% 377. 8.51 2.07 317. 4.23 7.36 177. 4.23 2.0S

04Am atkv. BES BES



INDIA

TABLE' PROBLEM NINE

SURM4RY MEANS Alit) STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

ANUVA PROBLEM 9. AGGRESSOR RATING.
ITEM . HOW WRUNG IS THE IAGGRESSOR1.

GRWP REPORIED

BOY SCOLDING FATHER
541

N MEAN S.D.

SOY SCOLDING MOTHER
517

N MEAN S.D.

GIRL

N

scuorma FATHER
549

MEAN S.U.

GIRL SCOLDING
559

N MEAN

R0131E1

S.O.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. 5.11 1.67 241. 5.27 1.70 241. 5.16 1.17 241. 5.1) 1.83
SES 1 134. 4.63 1.88 134. 5.03 1.83 134. 4.83 1.94 134. 4.76 1.94
SES 2 101. 5.60 1.45 107. 5.51 1.57 107. 5.49 1.59 107. 5.45 1.73
GIRLS 108. 4.94 1.74 108. 5.17 1.72 108. 5.03 1.81 108. 4.95 1.85
BUYS 133. 5.29 1.60 133. 5.37 1.68 133. 5.29 1.73 133. 5.25 1.82

GRADE 62 TOTAL 260. 5.26 1.87 260. 5.25 1.77 260. 5.31 1.81 260. 5.24 1.82
SCS I 154. 4.9% 1.88 154. 4.91 1.74 154. 4.99 1.88 154. 4.88 1.89
SLS 2 106. 5.60 1.86 106. 5.511 1.79 106. 5.63 1.75 106. 5.63 1.75
GIRLS 113. 5.01 2.01 113. 5.06 1.82 113. 5.06 1.99 113. 5.30 1.79
BOYS 147. 5.50 1.73 147. 5.43 I./1 147. 5.56 1.63 147. 5.17 1.85

GRADE 82 TOTAL 199. 5.56 1.75 199. 4.90 2.15 199. 5.59 1.73 199. 5.02 1.91
StS 96. 5.31 1.81 96. 4.09 2.51 96. 5.22 1.98 cS. 4.67 2.05
SES I 103. 5.82 1.69 103. 5.11 1.79 103. 5.95 1.48 103. 5.36 1.71
GIRLS 102. 5.42 1.92 102. 4.99 2.09 102. 5.49 1.90 102. 4.49 2.35
BOYS 97.. 5.71 1.57 97. 4.82 2.20 97. 5.68 1.55 97. 5.54 1.46

1101AL SES 1 384. 4.95 1.86 384. 4.68 2.03 384. 5.01 1.93 384. 4.77 1.96
TOTAL SCS 2 116. 5.67 1.67 316. 5.60 1.72 316. 5.69 1.61 316. 5.47 1.75

101AL GIRLS 323. 5.12 1.89 323. 5.07 1.88 323. 5.19 1.90 523. 4.92 2.03
TOTAL BOYS 377. 5.50 1.64 377. 5.21 1.87 377. 5.51 1.64 377. 5.32 1.11

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CRADE SIB GRADE SES GRADE SES

GRGUP REPORTED

MAGNER SCOLDING COY
515

N MEAN S.D.

TEACHER SCOLDING GIRL
527

N MEAN S.D.

BUY SCOLDING TEACHER

557
N MEAN S.D.

.G131 SCUL0163 TEACHE1

543
MtAN S.D.

GRADE 42 TOTAL 241. 2.93 1.94 241. 2.84 3.08 241. 5.14 1.85 241. 5.15 1.36
SCS 1 134. 3.03 1.93 134. 3.00 1.89 134. 4.81 1.98 134. 4.88 1.80
StS 2 107. 2.82 1.95 107. 2.68 1.87 107. 5.67 1.72 107...._5.42 1.72 .
GIRLS 100. 3.10 2.01 100. 2.95 1.64 108. 5.02 1.80 100. 5.18 1.69
BOYS 133. 2.75 1.88 133. 2.73 1.92 133. 5.26 1.91 133. .5.13 1.83

GRADE GI 101AL 260. 2.19 1.65 260. 2.15 1.60 260. 4.97 2.00 260. _ 5216 I.81
SES 1 154. 2.48 1.80 154. 2.39 1.78 154. 4./O 1.95 154. 4.88 1.85
SCS 2 106. 1.90 1.50 106. 1.91 1.42 106. 5.25 2.05 106. 5.43 1.86
GIRLS 113. 2.22 1.61 113. 2.05 1.48 113. 5.09 1.92 113. 4.95 1,90
!TOYS 147. 2.17 1.69 147. 2.25 1.72 147. 4.86 2.08 147. 5.36 1.81

GRADE 80 1014 199. 1.02 1.38 199. 2.24 1.51 199. 5.55 1.78 199._ 5.47 1.87
SES I 96. 1.59 1.30 96. 2.57 1.89 96. 5.39 1.85 96. 5.20 1.97
SLS 2 103. 2.05 1.47 103. 1.91 1.1? 103. 5.72 1.71 103. 5.73 1.77
GIRLS 102. 1.62 1.14 102. 2.68 1.78 102. 5.67 1.88 102. 5.44 1.90
BOYS 97. 2.02 1.63 97. 1.81 1.24 97. 5.44 1.68 97. 5.49 1.84

IMIAL SES 1 384. 2.37 1.60 384. 2.66 1.86 304. 4.9? 1.93 384. 4.99 1.87
TOTAL SES 2 316. 2.26 1.64 316. 2.17 1.47 316. 5.48 1.83 316. 5.53 1.78

IOTAL GIRLS 323. 2.31 1.58 323. 2.56 1.70 323. 5.26 L11? 323. 5.19 1.81
101AL BUYS 377. 2.32 1.73 377. 2.26 1.63 377. 5.18 1.89 377. 5.33 1.82

SIGNIFICANT rums OLIDT 02ADT
ars 5ES



INBIA

TA BLE : PROBLEM N I NE

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANOARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

IIEM - HUM MR046 IS IHe

GROUP RUPJRILD

ANJVA PMUBLEM 9,
IA6GRESSUR/.

PULICtMAN SLUu0146 BUY
519

MEAN 5.U.

ACuRESSUK RAIINU.

POLICEMAN SCOLDING UIRL BUY SCOLUING POLICEMAN
537 563

N MEAN S.U. N MEAN S.U.

GIRL SCOLDING POLICEMAN
551

N MEAN S.U.

6RA/A 4, lufAL 241. 1.91 1.84 741. 3.48 2.117 241. 4.90 1.87 241. 4.92 1.91
5CS I 134. 3.14 1.90 134. 3.79 2.06 134. 4.48 2.00 134. 4.60 2.01
SLS 2 107. 2.68 1.17 107. 3.17 2.08 101. 5.32 1.14 107. 5.23 1.80
6114t.6 108. 2.96 1.71 108. 3.51 1.99 108. 4.11 1.89 108. 4.66 1.95
uUYS 133. 1.85 1.91 111. 3.45 2.15 133. 5.09 1.85 133. 4.18 1.86

URAUE 6. rareu 260. 2.60 1.81 260. 2.52 1.81 260. 4.79 2.04 260. 4.90 2.02
scs 1 154. 2.81 1.80 154. 2.82 1.91 154. 4.65 1.98 154. 4.87 1.89
St.'. 2 106. 2.40 1.82 1u6. 2.21 1.11 106. 4.93 1.11 106. 4.92 2.15
GIRLS 113. 2.69 1.90 113. 2.41 1.77 113. 4.86 1.93 113. 4.80 2.04
JOYS 147. 2.52 1.12 141. 2.62 1.85 141. 4.72 2.16 147. 5.00 2.00

uRAUE 8, 191AL 199. 2.58 1.80 199. 2.56 1.84 199. 4.91 2.00 199. 4.86 2.01
5,-5, 1 96. 2.80 2.12 96. 2.12 2.02 96. 4.90 2.07 96. 4.58 2.17
STS 2 107. 2.16 1.48 103. 2.40 1.61 103. 5.04 1.91 103. 5.14 1.96
UIRLS 102. 2.03 1.46 102. 2.75 1.86 102. 5.29 1.94 102. 4.72 2.19
BUYS 91. 3.14 2.14 91. 2.31 1.83 97. 4.65 2.16 97. 5.00 1.94

TUTAL StS I 384. 2.92 1.94 384. 1.11 2.00 384. 4.68 2.31 384. 4.59 2.02
fOIAL St5 316. 2.48 1.69 116. 2.59 1.82 316. 5.10 1.93 316. 5.10 1.91

IDEAL uIRLS 323. 2.56 1.69 123. 2.89 1.87 323. 4.95 1.92 323. 4.13 2.06
TUTAL JOYS 0/. 2.81 1.94 377. 2.81 1.94 317. 4.82 2.02 317. 5.06 1.93

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SES SES SES
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SUMMARY ftems AND StANOARU UWATIONS FOR PAM ANUICES.

ANUVA AKUNIAM Ile VIGIIM MATING.
ITEM - null 881146 IS /NC IVICIIMI.
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MCAN S.U. N MLAN S.D. N 91433 S.U. 11 Nt Aa S.U.

48408 4. 10181 241. 4.11 1.44 241. 4.80 1.89 241. 4.65 1.96
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199. 4.64 1.81 194. 4.81 1.85
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101. 3.73 1.81 103. 3.69 1.87

102. 3.18 2.06 107. 4.36 1.87

11. 1.63 1.92 97. 3.39 2.))

184. 3.71 2.13 384. 4.09 1.99
116. 3.85 2.04 316. 3.63 1.46

123. 3.01 2,10 323. 4.18 1.94
117. 1.75 7.04 177. 3.51 2.1,2

I, \\I I CRAW: SI::( 560

4141 9161196 51RI
548

N M2A5 5.9.

241. 3.88 1.11
134. 3.94 2.14
167. 3.1,1 2.G1
lla). 4.74 2.()
133. 3.48 2.11

26C. 2.)2
154. 1.71 2.05
106. 4.4, 2.0:.
113. 3.07 2.ul
147. 4.2'. 2.01

199. 3.61 1.91
96. 3.64 2.22

163. 3.51 1.1'.

102. 3.54 2.11
97. 3.1,2 1.81

384. 3.11 2.14
316. 3.91 1.94

323. 3.91 2.06
317. 3.18 2.31



INDIA

TABLE. PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS 'AND STANDARD DEVIAIIONS FOR PA1 INDICES.

ANOVA PROBLEM 13. VICTIM RATING.
ITEM HOW WRUNG IS THE VICTIMI

GROUP REPORTED

FATHER

N

SCOLDING SON
312

MEAN S.O.

FATHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER
534

N MEAN S.O.

MOTHER SCOLDING SON
945

N KEAN S.D.

MOTHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER
526

N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. 4.51 1.81 241. 4.76 1.81 241. 4.77 1.91 241. 4.95 1.77SES 1 134. 4.37 1.84 134. 4.77 1.90 134. 4.69 1.96 134. 4.92 1.10.
SES 2 %ON 4.65 1.79 107, '405 1.72 107. 4.84 1.85 107. 4.99 1.73GIRLS 108. 4.52 1.69 106. 4,54 1.60 108. 4.92 1.73 108. 4.96 1.83
BOYS 133. 4.50 1.94 Ws 406 1.82 133. 4.62 2.08 133. 4.95 1.71

GRADE 6, TOTAL 260. 5.03 1.57 260. 5.07 1.56 260. 5.00 1.16 260. 5.22 1.50SES 1 154. 4.94 1.64 154. 4.63 1.51 154. 4.91 1.79 154. 5.05 1.55
SES 2 106. 5.12 1.50 106. 5.32 1.60 106. 3.10 1.13 106. 5.39 1.45
GIRLS 113. S.15 1.49 113. 5.16 1.42 113. 5.10 1.70 113. 5.22 1.46
BOYS 147. 4.91 1.65 147. 4.96 1.69 147. 4.91 1.82 147. 5.22 1.55

GRADE 6, TOTAL 199. 4.87 1.75 199. 4.57 108 199. 4.81 1.84 199. 5.05 1.56
SOS 1 96. 5.26 1.66 96. 4.30 2.18 96. 4.76 1.98 96. 5,19 1.66
SES 2 103. 4.48 1.85 103. 4.64 1.58 103. 4.87 le1.71 103. 4.91 1.47
GIRLS 102. 4.81 1.83 102. 4.04 2.72 102. 4.41 2.05 102. 5.04 1.65
BOYS 97. 4.92 1.67 97. 5.09 1.54 97. 5.21 1.64 97. 5.06 1.48

TOTAL SES 1 384. 4.86 1.71 384. 4.63 1.87 384. 4.79 1.91 384. 5.06 1.61
TOIAL SES 2 M. 4.75 1.71 316. 4.97 1.63 316. 4.94 1.76 316. 5.09 1.55

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 4.83 1.67 323. 4.61 1.81 323. 4.81 1.83 323. 5.07 1.64TRIAL BOYS 377. 4.77 1.75 377. 4.98 1.68 377. 4.91 1.84 377. 5.08 1.58
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

GROUP REPURTEO

E/C1Y SCOLDING BUY 80Y SCOLDING GIRL GIRL SCOLDING BUY
532 524 556

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN Sen. N MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING GIRL
566

MEAN S.O.

GRADE 4, IDEAL 241. 4.34 1.94 241. 4.30 1.94 241. 3.85 2.07 241. 3.65 2.09
5E5 1 134. 4.28 2.00 134. 4.36 1.98 134. 4.01 2.06 134. 4.03 2.14
SES 2 107. 4.41 1.88 107. 4.23 1.90 107. 3.69 2.08 107. 3.26 2.03
GIRLS 108. 4.51 1.82 108. 4.38 1.93 106. 4.13 1.91 108. 3.81 2.05
BOYS 133. 4.17 2.06 133. 4.21 1.95 133. 3.56 2.23 133. 3.48 2.12

...GRADE 6 TOTAL 260. 4.20 1.86 260. 4.26 1.86 260. 3.71 2.06 260. 3.96 1.99
SOS 1 154. 4.22 1,85 154. 4.09 1.15 154. 3.89 2.01 154. 3.66 1.97
SES 2 106. 4.17 1.87 106. 4.44 1.77 106. 3.53 2.10 106. 4.26 2.01
GIRLS 113. 4.25 1.74 113. 4.10 1.87 M. 3.89 2.03 113. 4.06 2.04
BOYS 147. 4.15 1.9P 147. 4.43 1.86 147. 3.53 2.08 1470 3.86 1.94

GRADE 8. TOTAL 199. 3.53 1.88 199. 4.30 1.81 199. 3.69 1.95 I99.' 3.58 1.97
SOS 1 96. 3.11 2.07 96. 4.69 1.94 96. 3.81 2.14 96. 3.51 2.23
SES 2 103. 3.95 1.68 103.. 3.91 1.68 103. 3.58 1.76 103. 3.65 1.74
GIRLS 102. 3.16 1.94 102. 4.51 1.83 102. 3.73 204 102. 3.42 2.06
BOYS 97. 3.90 1.81 97. 4.10 1.79 97. 3.66 1.86 97. 3.73 1.68

TOTAL SES I 384. 3.87 1.97 384. 4.38 1.95 384. 3.90 2.07 384. 3.73 2.10
TOTAL SES 2 316. 4.18 1.81 316. 4.19 1.79 316. 3.60 1.98 3X6. 3.72 1.93

TOIAL GIRLS 323. 3.97 1.83 323. 4.33 1.08 323. 3.92 1.99 323. 3.76 2.05
TOTAL BUYS 371. 4.07 1.95 377. 4.24 1.86 377. 3.59 2.06 377. 3.69 1.98

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE
-

.

SEX
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TABLE, PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

ANUVA PROBLEM 13, mum RATING.
EM - NUR WRURC IS THE (VICTIM).

/OUP REPORTED

BOY SCOLDING FATHER
542

N Now S.D.

BOY SCOLDING MOTHER
5L8

N NEIN S.O.

GIRL scoLorNo FATHER
553

N MEAN S.U.

GIRL

N

SCOLDING
560

MEAN

MOTHER

S.U.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 241. 3.25 2.18 241. 2.84 1.87 241. 3.09 2.09 241. 3.14 2.09
SES I 134. 3.69 2.27 134. 3.25 2.01 134. 3.48 2.20 134. 3.46 7.13
SES 2 107. 2.81 2.09 107. 2.43 1.73 107. 2.71 1.98 107. 2.83 2.04
GIRLS 108. 3.56 2.21 108. 3.03 1.91 108. 3.42 2.06 108. 3.38 2.04
BUTS 133. 2.94 2.15 133. 2.65 1.83 133. 2.77 2.11 133. 2.90 2.14

GRAVE 6. TOTAL 260. 2.80 2.03 160. 2.82 1.98 260. 2.63 1.89 260s 2.89 2.08
SES 1 154. 3.04 2.07 154. 3613 1.99 154. 2.93 1.94 154. 3.17 2.08
SES 2 106. 2.57 1.99 106. 2.51 1.97 106. 2.34 1.84 106. 2.60 2.09
GIRLS 113. 3.17 2.18 113. 3.04 2.09 113. 2.88 2.03 513. 3.05 2.11
BOYS 147. 2.44 1.89 147. 2.60 1.87 147. 2.39 1.:5 147. 2,73 2.05

GRADE 8, TUTAL 194. 2.t3 2.17 199. 3.10 2.19 199. 2.88 2.12 199. 2.96 2.05
StS 1 96. 2.71 2.16 96. 3.59 2.33 46. 2.87 2.24 96. 2.96 2.10
SES 2 103. 2.95 2.19 103. 2.61 2.06 103. 2.89 2.00 103. 2.96 2.00
GIRLS 102. 3.15 2.39 102. 3.36 2.37 102. 3.32 2.37 102. 3.47 2.33
BUYS 47. 2.50 1.96 47. 2.84 2.02 97. 2.44 1.87 97. 2.44 1.77

TOTAL SES t 384. 3.15 2.16 384. 3.32 2.11 384. 3.09 2.12 384. 3.20 2.10
TUTAL SES 2 316. 2.78 2.09 316. 2.52 1.42 316. 2.65 1.94 316. 2.80 2.04

TOTAL GIRLS 323. 3.29 2.26 323. 3.15 2.13 323. 3.21 2.15 323. 3.30 2.16
TOTAL BOYS 177. 2.63 2.00 377. 2.69 1.91 377. 2.13 1.91 377. 2.69 1.99

;IGNIFICANT EFFECTS SES SEX SES .SEX SES SEX SES SEX.

TEACHER SCOLDING BUY
516

TEACHER SCULOING GIRL
528

BUY SCOLDING TEACHER
558

GIRL SCULDING TEACHER
544

P REPURTEU N MEAN S.G. N MEAN S.D. 8 MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.U.

ADE 4. TUTAL 241. 4.90 1.66 241. 5.19 1.61 .241, 3.22 2.04 241. 2.98 2.08
St5 1 134,, 5.09 1.59 134. S.03 1.79 134. 3.61 2.11 134. 3.34 2.12
StS 2 107. 4.72 1.72 101. 5.36 1.43 ._._ 107. .2.82 2606 _107._ 2.62 2.05,
GIRLS 108. 4.89 1.70 108. 5.21 1.57 108. 3.41 2.09 108. 3.23 2.03
BOYS 133. 4.91 1.62 133. 8.17 1.65 _..133. 3.02 2.09

. 133._ _ 2.73 _2.13

ADE 61 IUTAL 260. 5.26 1.65 260. 5.05 1.61 .260. 2.46. 2.13 260. 2.75.
SES 1 154. 5.20 1.59 154. 4.94 1.59 154. 2.95 2.05 254. 2.89

.2.00
1.42

StS 2 106. 5.32 1.70 106. 5.15 1.63 .. 106. 2.96 2.20 104., .....2.61 2.07..
GIRLS 113. 5.37 1.52 113. 5.04 1.61 113. 2.98 2.20 113. 3.0'! 2.16
BOYS 147. 5.15 1.75 147. 5.05 1.62 .. _147. 2.93 2.05 147. 2.44 1.83

AVE 8, f0TAL 191. 5.21 1.53 199. 4.74 1.75 I94o 2.69 2.04 ___149. 2.81_ 2.14
SLS 1 96. 5.47 1.50 96. 4.70 1.46 96. 2.43 2.06 96. 2.64 2.6
SES 103. 4.94 1.55 103. 4.78 1.59 _- 103. 2.95 2.03 103. 2.98
GIRLS 102. 5.34 1.44 102. 4.31 2.10 102. 2.92 2.27

_

102. 3.08
.2.12.
2.34

BUYS 97. 5.07 1.61 91. 5.11 1.46 47. 2.4? 1.81 .97. 2.53 1.95

TOTAL SES I 304. 5.25 1.56 384. 4.89 1.70 304. 3.00_ 2.07 384. 2.96 2.07_
TOTAL SES 2 316. 4.99 1.66 316. 5.10 1.55 316. 2.91 2.10 316. 2.74 2.08

101AL GIRLS 323. 5.20 1.55 323. 4.86 1.76 -323. 3.10 2.14 321. 3.13 2.18
TUTAL BUYS 377. 5.04 1.67 377. 5.13 1.58 377. 2.81 _ 1.99 .377. 2.57 1.97

VIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GRADE SEX
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TABLE: PROBLEM TRIRTEED

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

ANUVA PRUBLEM 131 VICTIM RATING.
ITEM - HUM WRUNG IS IHT IV1CTIM).

GROUP REPLIRIE0

POLICEMAN

N

SCOLIIING BDY
520

MEAN S.D.

POLICEMAN SCOLDING GIRL
538

N MEAN S.U.

BUY SCOLDING POL1CLNAN
564

N MEAN S.O.

GIRL SCOLDING POLICEMAN
552

A, MEAN S.D.

GRAVE 4. PUPAL 241. 4.89 1.67 241. 4.60 1.94 241. 3.33 Z.I0 241. 3.26 2.14
SLS 1 134. 4.81 1.74 134. 4.55 1.97 134. 3.80 2.12 134. 3.53 2.15
SES 2 101. 4.97 1.61 107. 4.54 1.9D 107. 2.85 2.08 107. 2.98 2.14
GIRLS 108. 4.87 1.70 108. 4.64 1.82 108. 3.56 2..)9 108. 3.67 2.16
HOPS 133. 4.92 1.65 133. 4.55 2.06 133. 3.09 2.11 133. 2.84 2.13

GRAVE. 6, torn 261.I. 4.79 1.10 260. 4.74 1.67 260, 3.19 2.14 26D. 5.08 2.09
SLS 1 154. 4.67 1.80 154. 4.46 1.7D 154. 3.30 2.14 154. 3.24 1.99
SES 2 106. 4.90 1.60 106. 5.03 1.64 106. 3.09 2.14 106. 2.92 2.19
GIRLS 113. 4.75 1.73 113. 4.6; 1.53 113. 3.20 2.20 113. 3,24 2.12
BOYS 141. 4.82 1.67 141. 4.82 1.81 147. 1.19 2.09 147. 2.92 2.06

GRAVE 8, TOTAL 194. 4.67 1.80 199. 4.44 1.92 199. 2.95 1.90 199. 1.05 2.18
SES 1 96. 4.63 1.99 96. 4.E4 2.10 96. 2.54 1.91 96. 3.09 2.21
SES 2 103. 4.11 1.61 103. 4.43 1.75 103. 3.36 1.89 103. 3.40 2.09
GIRLS 102. 5.03 1.70 102. 4.27 2.10 102. 3.14 2.09 102. 3.5? 2.30
BOYS 91. 4.31 1.91 97. 4.60 1.15 91. 2.75 1.10 97. 2.91 2.06

TLIIAL SES I 384. 4.10 1.84 384. 4.48 1.92 384. 3.21 2.06 384. 3.26 2.14
IDIAL SLS 2 316. 4.86 1.61 316. 4.70 1.16 316. 3.10 2.04 316. 3.10 2.14

10IAL GIRLS 323. 4.88 1.71 323. 4.53 1.82 323. 3.30 2.13 323. 3.49 2.19
10IAL BOYS 311. 4.64 1.14 377. 4.66 1.07 317. 3.01 1.97 177. 2.89 2.08

SIGNIFICANT Err:CTS SEX
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ITALIAN PAR ANALYSIS

Introduction

The view of aggression as nothing else than a destructive
force, fostered by Freud's theory of instincts, is no longer main-
tained even in psychoanalytic thinking. Students of child develop-
ment generally recognize that aggression is an essential component
of human behavior which, quite apart from its pathological turning
into hostility and hatred, is necessary if the child has to attain
independence from the adult world. Aggressive behavior is implied
in intellectual achievement and in general in all kinds of adaptive
behavior which enables the child to master reality while asserting
bis own individuality. Biological as well as cultural factors re-
gulate the expression of aggression and account for the often ob-
served differences between the sexes in the display of aggression.
Cultural standards, with respect to the expression of aggression,
set norms of behavior which are peculiar to a given culture.

The confluence of the humanistic culture and the Catholic
spirit in the Italian society have determined a particular atti-
tude against the most violent forms of aggression. Aversion from
aggression was reflected, among other things, in the concern over
death penalty and prison regulations culminating in the revolu-
tionary work of Cesare Beccaria, "Dei Delitti a delle Pene", which,
as early as 1764 proposed the abrogation of capital punishment.
This book, well known all over Europe, was the greatest source
of inspiration for all subsequent reforms. In Italy death penalty
was definitely abrogated in 1890.

Italy, to-day, like all other western countries undergoes
the pressures of a socio-economic system which stimulates ag-
gressive behavior as a means of survival in a competitive world.
It will be of interest to see in the cross-national study whether
the contrast. between a traditionally non aggressive culture and
the new drive towards aggressive competition at the social econo-
mic level differentiate the Italian child from those children, in
the study, belonging to the western cultures submitted to similar
pressures but with different historical and phylosophical back-
grounds.

Within the same culture it can be assumed that these norms
regulating aggression vary according to the type of aggression
(physical or verbal), as well as the sex, status and role of the
figures involved in the aggressive action. The PAR anal"zts aims
at measuring the effect of these variables on children's percep-
tion of aggression and the variations occurring with age, sex
and SES in children of different cultures.
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Effect of Straw;

The analysis of variance of the ntatun variables combiner;
the PAR pictures into three indices: ndultn attack children (MC)
children attack adults (CM) and children attack children (CAC).

The results of the aggressor ratings (see Fig. P12 °no
Table P12) confirm the hypothesis that aggression on the part of
adult figures would be rated as less wrong, more justifiable,
than child aggression to adults and peers, at all three grade
levels.

The results of the victirs rating') (nee Fig. P16 and
Table P16) are more complex and do not confirm the hypothesis
that adult victims would be rated as lens wrong than child vic-
tims. The differences bc.tween the three indices are small for
the fourth and sixth grades. The eighth grade children rate
the adults being attacked by children ea most wrong, children
being attacv.ed by other children as least wrong, with children
being attacked by adults at an intermediate position.

A. Age Differences

There are significant age changes for all status indices.
For the AAC index, ratings of the aggressors' wrongness increase
with age, while ratings of the victim' wrongness decrease. For

the CAA and CAC indices, on the other hand, ratings of victims'
wrongness increase with age, while ratings of aggressors' wrong-
ness decrease.

The variations in both aggressor and victim ratings indi-
cate that, with increase in age, children become more critical
and less accepting of adult aggression, at the name time that
they view child aggression as less wrong. The findings can be
attributed to well known developmental trends in identification
processes, gradually switching from adults to peers. Changes in
victim ratings are, perhaps the best indicator of the growing
criticism of the child towards the stimulus situation, which io
not perceived anymore in antithetic and absolute terms, whereby
if the aggressor is right, the victim io wrong and vice versa,
but in more relative terms with aggressor and victim being
pretty much on the same level. In particular, the adult figure
is not apriori perceived as always right and the child ao always
wrong. As Piaget points out, the moral judgment of the child,
heteronomous in the youngest, i.e., bound to the adult world,
becomes more autonomous with age. Intellectual growth and in
particular conceptual maturity allow the child to judge the situa-
tion in more differentiated terms.
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An the following section will indicate, breakdowns in the
°town and role of the figures further clarify the findings. As
n general statement, it should be noted that, despite the age
changes, adult aggression to children remains less wrong than
child aggression to adults. Children at all three grades acknow-
ledge the rii7ht of the adult figures tc punish children. These
findings are supported by the YIAPR research results which indi-
cate that children's perception of adults' power to punish is
consistently high, while their perception of friends' power to
punish is consistently low at all three age levels.

The interview study confirms that the status variable
affect(' norms of behavior. In general children discriminate
between rules that are the same for adults and children and
rules that muat be followed only by adults or by children.
Furthermore, most children maintain that they get away with
breaking rules more often than adults, probably acknowledging
the greater responsibility assumed in adults' behavior.

B. Sex Differences

Girls' ratingo of the aggressors' wro..gness in child to
child and child to adult aggression are significantly higher
than boys' ratingo, while boys' ratings of the victims' wrong-
ness in adult to child aggression are significantly higher than
those of girls. (See Figs. P12 and P16-Sex and Tables P12 and
P16). The findings may indicate that girls, who condemn children
in the role of aggressor more than boys do, are more deferent
toward the adults, because of Drqpirerentependency.needs while -

boys, who condemn children it the role of victim more than girls
do, seem to reflect the great sanctions adults usually apply to
boys. The latter interpretation is supported by the YIAPR re-
sults according to which boys perceived adult figures as more
punitive than do girls.

C. SES Differences

SES differences show that upper class children rate aggro°.
sors,4n.adultetonchildoggresaion as more wrong thin .lower crOSs
children, probably because overt aggression is less acceptable
by upper clans standards. The results for hitting versus scolding
pictures in the following sections support this contention.

There is no evidence of SES differences in victims' ratings.
(See Figs. P12 and P16-SES and Tables P12 and P16).
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The interview study confirms that the status variable
affects norms of behavior. In general children discriminate
between rules that are the same for adults and children and
rules that must be followed only by adults or by children.
To the question "Are rules the same for adults and children?"
most children (60%) maintain that some rules are the same and
some are different. Furthermore, most children (62Z) maintain
that they get away with breaking rules more often than adults,
probably acknowledging the greater responsibility assumed in
adults' behavior. (See Tables IV B,C and VII A,B,C,E).

Effect of Status and Role

The status hypotheses are, for the aggressor ratings, on
the whole confirmed irrespective of the identity of the adult
role. The results show that children scolding adults are judged
to be more wrong than adults scolding children, whateve: the role
of the adult is. As predicted, children are judged to be the
least wrong when they are scolding other children. The rank
order of the wrongness of children shows little variation when
the victim being scolded is an adult. The rank order of wrong-
ness of aggressors scolding children is, as predicted: children,
policemen, teachers, parents.

The ranking indicated that aggressivity is more tolerated
when coming from family or school figures, that is, from people
who usually regulate children's behavior. The interview data
indicate that most children differentiate themselves from adults
in that they have to follow different family and school rules
(children have to obey parents, children have to go to school,
adults have to work). Children seem, therefore, to be aware of
the different roles adults and children play in the areas parti-
cularly concerned with children education. Outside these areas,
that is, in the most comprehensive areas of community and govern-
ment, most children maintain that rules are the same for children
and adults ("they have to follow traffic rules", "they ryst not
transgress laws"). Considering also that policeman's aggressi-
vity is judged as most wrong among adults; aggressivity, children
appear, therefore, to realize that, outside the specific institu-
tions concerned with their education, they are almost on equal
terms with adults. This is also the cane of religious and moral
rules which are offered by a good number of children as examples
of rules that must be followed irrespective of status.
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A. Age Differences

As far as victim ratings are concerned, the results show
the hypotheses to be only partially correct In particular:
victims ratings are higher in adults scolding children than in
children scolding adults only at the fourth grade level. As
already noted in the status indices, with increase in age, vic-
tims ratings present a pattern which consistently shows a signi-
ficant increase in wrongness when the victim is the adult and a
significant decrease in wrongness when the victim is the child
and the aggressor is the adult. Men both aggressor and victim
are children, victim ratings increase with age only in the case
of children hit children. It can be inferred, therefore, that
the increase in victim ratings in the combined index CAC is
largely due to the hitting variable. By the eighth grade the
difference between aggressor and victim ratings becomes smaller
than in earlier grades. (See Tables P10 and P14).

These aggressor and victim age changes reach significance
for the indices of children scolding policemen and parents
scolding children. Aggressors' ratings of children scold police-
men, decrease significantly with age while victims' ratings of
children scold policemen increase significantly with age. The
loss of prestige of this figure with age, has deep rooted his-
torical reasons. It reflects, in fact, the general and persfsting
distrust towards the agents of government in a country which up
to a century ago was oppressed by foreign domination, enforced
by a persecutory police system. The traditional dislike towards
policemen was, if anything, reinforced by the abuse of police
force during Fascism. The finding which can be viewed as the
outcome of the improved capacity for role discrimination of
older children is amply supported in the YIAPR research, by the
decrease with age in children's ratings of policeman as a help-
ful and likeable figure.

The ratings of parents scolding children show the op-
posite relationship with age from those of children scolding
policemen, i.e., the aggressors ratings increase in wrongness
and the victims ratings decrease in wrongness as the children's
age increases.

Age or grade has more of an effect upon the victims
ratings than on the aggressors ratings. In addition to the in-
dices just discussed, the victims ratings for parents and tea-
chers being scolded by children, rise significantly with in-
creasing age, while those of children being scolded by teachers,
and policemen decrease significantly. However, the comparable
aggressors ratings for these indices do not show significant
age changes.
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In general, then the age changes of the victim ratings
are consistent across adult role and confirm the general find-
ings reported for the status variables.

B. Sex Differences

As to aggressor ratings, there are sex differences with
girls giving higher ratings than boys in children scold police-
men and teacher, i.e., when the victims are adult figures out-
side the family. As compared to the combined index CAA, the
finding points out that sex differences are more evident in
those instances in which the role of the authority figures,
being less familiar and therefore relatively less structured,
elicits responses more charged with functional factors, which
in this case would be girls' greater need to be socially ac-
cepted. (See Table P10).

Boys, particularly in grade 6, give higher ratings than
girls for parents scold children probably another indication
of this trend.

For the victims ratings, on the other hand, boys give
higher ratings than girls for the indices, parents, teachers
or policemen scold children, i.e., all of the adult to child
indices. These differences, parallel those reported for the
status indices and indicate, again, that the tale -0E-the-adult
figure does not affect the sampling diwnaiorts 0:7 -*

judgments. (See Table P14).

There is an interaction effect in the children scold
children showing that girls give lower ratings than boys at
the fourth grade level, and higher ratings than boys at the
eighth grade level, i.e., girls' ratings increase while boys'
ratings decrease.

C. SES Differences

An interaction effect in ratings of children scold tea-
chers indicate that higher SES children condemn the aggressor
more than lower SES children at the fourth and sixth grade
levels, and less than lower SES children at the eighth grade
level. As already noted in the Y/AFR research the teacher
figure has more prestige among lower class children. With

increase in age the teacher figure becomes probably a better
model of identification for children of lower SES, whose
parents, being little educated, cannot keep up with the new
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needs and aspirations of their children. As it will be seen in
the following seeen the finding applies essentially to girls
who have most profited ;77:1 tlY2 wk1c11 s;..hool

attenda7ace compllsory .1 to the age of fourteen. Previously
lower SE) pareuts would seldom nay for girls' education on the
assumption that a woman's role .1.1

There is but one main SES difference in victim ratings,
with higher SES children giving higher ratings than lower SES
children in children scold parents. The finding is an isolated
one since it ±c the only instance throughout the analysis of
status role and sex, in ithich the scolding variable affects SES
findings.

D. Interview Data

The ranking indicated that aggressivity is more tolerated
when coming fzon family or school figures, at is, from people
who usually regulate children's behavior. The interview data
indicate that most children differentiate themselves from adults
in tic.-.: they have to follow in some ca!:es different rules. To
the question "Are rule, the same for adults and chldren?", most
children (69%) naintain that solae rules are the same and some
are diffe:t.nt. Mlles pointed to as different are family and
school rules are: "children have to obey parents"; "children
have to go to school, adults have to work". Children seem, there-
fore, to be r.idr.i:C of the df,_ffezont roles adults and children play

in thn o,7cas particly concerned with childrenv2 e2-!cstien.

thcoe aren, that in in the most comprehensive
areas of cam7mity nr1 government most children maintain that
rules are the sanc for children and adults ( "they have to follow
traffic rules", "they muot not trancgres3 lnws"). Considering
also that policeran'n nsi;ressivity in judr,A mo-t wrong among
adults' asgresni7ity, children therefore, to realize
that outbide the ftstitutiens con.cerned with their ed
ucation, they are almot en equf_71 terms with adults. This is
alca the ense of rcligiwoo rnd moral rules which are offered by
a good number cif childrc:n as examples of rules that must be fol-
lowed irrespectIve of f:,tatun (e.g., "don't kill").

Furthermore, thnre in evfdance from tho interview data
that, while in tha fourth grade parents are seen as the major
enforcers of rules, by the eighth grade level most adult figures
as well as friends, may induce children to follow rules. To the
question "who can nake you follow the rules?", forty-eight per-
cent of the answers pointing to parents are given by 4th grade
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children. Twenty-eight percent by 6th grade children, and 25%.
by 8th grade children. The answers indicating most adult fig-
ures, as well as friends, as rule enforcers are given as follows:
17% by 4th grade children, 38% by 6th grade children, and 67% by
8th grade children. The interview data seem, therefore, to
emphasize the preadolescent's process of emancipation from par-
ental authority. The interview results indicate also that punish-
ment following transgressions is feared most when coming from
father and policeman who are perceived as the persons who give
the most severe punishment ("father's hands are heavier", "police-
mnn fines"). (See Tables IV D,E,I,J and VI and IR).

Effect of Action

As predicted, hitting is judged to be worse than scolding
for both parent to child and child to parent aggression. (See
Table P10). Also, as predicted, victims of hitting are, in
general, judged to be more wrong than victims of scolding, al-
though this result does not hold for all sampling breaks.

A. Age Differences

Children Judge parents hitting children to be increasingly
more wrong with advancing age. (See Table P10). The victims
ratings show that, with advancing age children judge children to
be :.1.f2es;tngly wrong-when. being hit by rents, but increasingly
wrong when being hit by other children. (See Table P14).

Since the ratings of scolding on the part of parents and
all other adult figures show no evidence of change with age, it
can be inferred that the age increase in the combined AAC status
ind,.Fx is mainly due to the hitting variable. The finding suggests
that, while children may accept scolding from adults at all three
age levels, they become increasingly critical of parental physical
aggression, which may be perceived as increasingly more humiliating.

It should be noted that the child to child aggressor in-
dices show the opposite effect of action from that indicated for
the adult to child indices. That is, the ratings of children
scold children decrease with age, although the effect is not
significant, while the children hit children rating show no age
changes. Thus the decrease with age for the combined CAC status
index can be attributed to the scolding, rather than to the hit-
ting pictures. Evidently scolding among peers becomes less con-
demned with age because of mutual identificationchich makes child-
ren more accepting of reciprocal criticism. The YIAPR results
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show this effect, that children with increasing age rely more
on friendship, as can be inferred from the finding that they
discuss among themselves, such issues as unjust requests made
of them by adults.

B. Sex Differences

The children hit children aggressor index is rated
higher by girls than by boys, while no difference is evident
in children scold children. The hitting variable is therefore,
the major source of variation between boys' and girls' ratings
in the combined index CAC. Biological factors, as well as
known cultural differences in sex typing behavior with respect
to physical aggression, consistently penalized as inappropriate
to female, may account for the result.

C. SES Differences

The only SES differences in Table P10 occur for the
hitting indices.

Aggressor ratings show main SES differences only in those
instances in which, irrespective of the status of the aggressor,
the action involves physical aggression: higher SES children
give higher ratings than lower SES children in parents hit child-
ren and children hit children. Evidently the hitting variable
differentiatesbetween SESs because overt aggression is more con-
demned in the 'ipper class family.

No SES differences appear for the victims ratings of the
hitting indices.

Effect of Sex

The sex analysis combines the figures according to the
sex of aggressor and victim, irrespective of status, role or
action. The indices are: males attack males (MAM), males
attack females (MAE), females attack males (FAN), females
attack females (FAF).

The results show that, in the Italian sample, the hypo-
theses concerning relationships among the sex indices were
largely inc;:.:ect, for both aggressor and victim ratings. In
particular, for the aggressor ratings, there is no evidence to
support the hypothesis that females attack females would be
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judged as more wrong than males attack males. As to the hypo-
thesis that males attack females would be worse than males attack
males, the findings indicate a difference in the opposite direc-
tion, which disappears by the eighth grade level due to a signi-
ficant decrease with age in the wrongness of the males attack
males ratings.

Ranking of mean ratings from most to least wrong is as
follows: 1) females attack males; 2) females attack females;
3) males attack males; 4) males attack females. The finding
shows that in the Italian culture female aggression to males
is the most condemned, while male aggression to females is the
least condemned type of aggression. (See Fig. P11 and Table
P11).

As to victims ratings the hypothesis that across sex
aggression ( ales attack females, females attack males) would
be judged to be worse than within sex aggression (males attack
males, females attack females) was not verified.

In particular, ratings of wrongness of the victim in the
males attack females index are not worse than the comparable
ratings of victims' wrongness in the males attack males index.
There is actually a trend in the opposite direction; by the
eighth grade level, wrongness of victims' ratings in males
attack males becomes significantly higher than wrongness of
victims in males attack females. Similarly, victim ratings
are not worse in females attack males than in females attack
females, except at the eighth grade level, due to a signifi-
cant increase with age in ratings oUvictims in females attack
males.

Ranking of mean victim ratings follows the same pattern
as aggressor mean ratings, i.e., 1) females attack males; 2)
females attack females; 3) males attack males; 4) males attack
females. (See Fig. P15 and Table P15).

As predicted, victim ratings are in general lower than
aggressor ratings. The difference, however, tends to disappear
with age, either because aggressor ratings decrease, or because
victim ratings increase significantly.

A. Age Differences

The wrongness of within sex aggression (males attack
males and females attack females) decreases significantly with
age. Evolutional trends in sex role identification may account
for the finding which implies greater ease and tolerance among
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persons of the same sex. As it will be seen in the following
section the finding applies essentially to peers.

An interaction effect between age and sex in males at-
tack males, females attack females, males attack females shows
that boys give consitently higher ratings than girl:, to the
victim at the fourth grade level. At the eighth grade level
the position is inverted due to an increase in girls' ratings
and a decrease in boys' ratings. (See Fig. P15 and Table P15).
These findings indicate that, with advancing age, boys view
victims of aggression as increasingly less wrong while girls see
them as increasingly more wrong.

B. Sex Differences

Sex differences show that girls give significantly
higher ratings than boys when the aggressor is male (males
attack males and males attack females), while boys give sigi-
ficantly higher ratings than girls in the females attack males
index (females attack females shows no difference). Inspection
of the means shows, however, that both sexes condemn female ag-
gression to males to a higher degree than male aggression to
females. (flee Table P11). There is no evidence of sex dif-
ferences in the victims ratings.

The findings seem to show that in the Italian culture
males have a domineering attitude towards females which is on
the whole accepted by females. On psychological grounds it
could be argued that the great aggressivity of males towards
females, than toward males, is the result of the frustration
resulting from the switch in identification processes from
mother to father. The uncertainty of sexual identification
and the ambivalent feelings which accompany this process are
generally believed to bl the major source of the aggressivity
of boys against girls at this age. However, the findings is
not verified across all cultures, and it could be due to a
peculiar aspect of Italian society, where the accelerated
industrialization processes have not yet been matched by ade-
quate changes within the family structure, still anchored to
the overwhelming role of tle male as breadwinner and head of
the family. The dominate role of males vs. females was until
very recently reflected and supported by Italian laws, especi-
ally with respect to family laws (greater penalty for women
in case of adultery; Petrie Potestas - i.e., all decisional
powers regarding the future of children - granted to fathers
in case of separation of the couple).
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C. SES Differences

Aggressor ratings show significant SES differences which
indicate that higher SES children in general condemn aggression
more than lower SES children, with the exception of female ag-
gression to males which shows an interaction effect between SES
and grade: higher SES children give higher ratings than lower
SES children in 4th and 6th grade and lower ratings in eighth
grade: i.e., ratings of lower SES children increase, while
ratings of upper SES children decrease. (See Fig. P11).

Since higher SES children usually condemn aggression more
than lower SES children, this interaction becomes of interest
in that it shows that with increase in age, and the improved
capacity for role discrimination of the older child, different
attitudes towards female role in the two SESs may determine the
inversion of the usual SES trends in judging aggression. The
finding seems to reflect the fact that higher SES females have
had so far better chances, through access to higher education,
to emancipate themselves from the traditionally submissive fe-
male role in the Italian culture. Higher SES children, per-
ceiving females and males on more equalitarian terms than lower
SES children, are also more accepting, or less critical of fe-
male aggression to male.

Victim ratings show no evidence of SES differences.

D. Interview Data

The interview data show that the great majority of
children don't discriminate among rules of boys and girls. To
the question "Are rules the same for boys and girls?", most
children (64%) answer "Yes, they are", some (15%) answer, "no,
they are not" and others (15%) maintain that only some rules
are different. These results could be attributed to the dis-
crepancy between children's self-reports about beliefs and
their attitudes as measured by a projective instrument such
as the PAR instrument. When asked to mention what rules are
different for boys and girls, children referred to games and
occupations they considered exclusive for either boys or girls
("boys play in the open, girls cannot because they would be
molested", "girls wash linen, boys do not because they are
not able", "boys play football"). The examples reveal in some
children the survival of traditional prejudices according to
which females are particularly homelike in their roles and in
their need for protection against (male) aggression. Boys'

superiority to girls, however, comes out also from the inter-
view data pointing to boys' greater ability to get away with
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breaking rules. (See Tables IV A,F,C,H and VII D).

Effect of Sex, Role and Action

Taking into consideration the variatles of .ex, ::ole and
action it is possible to observe when one of these variables
overrules the others.

It seems that as far as victim ratings are concerned,
there are no relevant findings, when sex, roe and action are
considered, which might clarify the meaning of the data ob-
served so far. However, analysis of the ag6--:essors
for individual pictures throws additional light on the previous
discussion (See Table P9).

A. Age Differences

Ratings of parent hits child, irrespective of the sex
of parent and child, increases with age.

Within sex aggression does not decrease with age in
ratings of parent scolds child of the same sex, or policeman
scolds boy. Evidently the greater tolerance implied in the
decrease of the combined indices MAM and FAF applies essenti-
ally to aggression among peers. Even among peers, if the
action is considered, ratings of girl hits girl does not de-
crease with age as in the combined index FAF, indicating that
hitting among females is equally condemned at all three age
levels.

Across sex aggression which does not show age differ-
ences in the combined indices, decreases with age, in ratings
of father scolds daughter a finding which secs confirm the
submissive role of females in the Italian culture, characterized
by patriarchal traditions. Ratings of girl scolds policeman, ca
the other hand, decrease with age. The finding gives frther
port to the loss of prestige of the policeman figure with age.

B. Sex Differences

There are no sex differences due to role, 0.--c.rir rction
when th- aggressor is the adult and the victim is the child.
There al.e,on the contrary, sex differences when the aggressor
is the child and the victim is the adult with girls giving
higher ratings than boys with the exception of girl scolds
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father and boy scolds mother which show no difference. Aggres-
sion among peers departs from the observed sex differences in
the combined indices with girl hits girl being rated higher by
girls than boys. A finding which emphasizes the fact that physi-
cal aggression is perceived as more wrong by girls than by boys.
To this effect it is worth noting that ratings of scolding among
peers, when the sex of aggressor and victim is considered, indi-
cate that girls vary little in relation to the sex of the aggres-
sor and victim, judging aggression almost always in the category
"wrong", ile boys range widely from a maximum of very "wrong"
in girl sL,lds boy, to a minimum of "little wrong" in boy scolds
girl. The results indicate the extent of boys' aggressive atti-
tude towards girls in the Italian culture.

C. SES Differences

Parent hits child is rated higher by higher SES children
irrespective of the sex of parent and child, except mother hits
daughter which shows no SES difference. No SES differences show
up in ratings of parents (and all other adult figures) scolding
children, irrespective of the sex of the aggressor and the vic-
tim. Aggression among same sex peers shnw,: SES difference only
when the hitting variable is involved, while boy hits girl shows
no SES difference, and girl hits boy shows the same interaction
observed in PAM. Boy scolds teacher is rated higher by higher
SES children, while girl scolds teacher shows the same SES by
grade interaction observed in children scold teacher.

Summary and Discussion

The most salient aspects of the PAR analysis can be
summarized as follows:

1. The status variable affects children's perception of
aggression at all three age levels. Aggression on the part of
adult figures is judged to be less wrong than aggression on the
part of children. Variations in both aggressor and victim rat-
ings show that, with increase in age, children become more cri-
tical and less accepting of adult aggression, while judging child
aggression as less wrong. Girls perceive children in the role of
aggressor as more wrong than do boys, while boys perceive children
in the role of victim as more wrong than do girls.

2. When the action is considered, children judge hitting
to be more wrong than scolding. The wrongness of hitting in-
creases with age and is higher for higher SES children. Scolding
among peers decreases with age. Ratings of children scolding
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policemen also decrease with age, while there is a SES by age
interaction in ratingn of children scolding teacher, indicating
that with increase in age lower SES children condemn the aggres-
sor more than higher SES children.

3. The sex variable affects children's perception indi-
cating that male aggression is in general less condemned than
female aggression. The ranking of the combined indices from
most to least wrong is: FAN, FAF, NAM, MAF. Within sex aggres-
sion decreases with age among peers; across sex aggression de-
creases with age in the case of father scolds daughter and girl
scolds policeman. Girls give consistently higher ratings than
boys when the aggressor is male; boys give higher ratings than
girls when the aggressor is female and the victim is male. Mean
ratings however, indicate that both sexes condemn female aggres-
sion to males more than male aggression to females. Aggression
between same sex peers is rated most wrong by girls in the case
of girl hits girl.

The PA': analysis has contributed to the understanding of
some evolutional trends as well as sexual and social class dif-
ferences in children's perception of aggression. Variations with
age are consistent with the view that aggression is an important
factor in the achievement of independence.

Clear cut sex differences indicate that girls are on the
whole less aggressive than boys, particularly when physical ag-
gression is involved, and more compliant towards the authority
system, represented by figures outside the family (teacher and
policeman) who are usually charged, respectively, with the task
of handing down and enforcing the established system of values.
Aggression between sexes shows that boys have a domineering at-
titude towards girls which is on the whole accepted by girls.
The finding confirms the submissive role of women in the Italian
society based, as it is, on the role of man as brcidwinner and
head of the family.

The SES analysis shows differences in the outlet of ag-
gression, indicating that physical aggression is more condemned
by upper class children. Interestingly enough, upper class
children, with increase in age, become more tolerant towards
female aggression to male. The finding sw.,,2sts that.they are
more aware of the ongoing emancipation of women in the Italian
society. The perception of the teacher figure is also affected
by social changes, brought about by the recent reform of the
school system, which has made school attendance compulsory up
to the age of fourteen. The increase in years of schooling
has created a cultural gap between parents and children of
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lower SES who, consequently, may find in the teacher figure a
better model of identification than their own parents.

The policeman figure stands out among all others as the
authority figure who, with increase in age, looses his prestige.
While historical reasons have been offered to explain the find-
ing, more recent events regarding the students' revolt in Italy
suggest that the dislike of policemen, as the person who enforces
law, may represent the early symptom of children's unrest towards
the established social system.
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TABLE: PROBLEM TWELVE

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDAR° DLVIATIUNS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY :Toms scc4E,,. pom eRnmu,m I?, VARIABLES 1-3.
1744 FOM hRCNU IS TEl fACGRESSORI.

AI)LLT ATTACKING CHILD

AGGRESSDR RAIINO.

CHILD ATTACKING ADUlt CHILD ATIAKCING CHILD

GRCLP REPCRTEC

511,515,511,521,525.521,
529,533,537,519045,553

N MEAN S.D.

517,541,543,549,551,
557,559,563

N MEAN S.D.

511023,531,5350,47,
555,561,565

N MLA) S.U.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 759. 2.10 1.95 259. 6.12 0.87 5.07 0.98
SES 1 154. 1.16 0.97 154. 6.21 0.98 154. 4.83 1.03
SFS 2 105. 2.24 3.93 105. 6.44 0.77 195. 5.30 0.92
GIRLS 134. 2.07 9.91 114. 6.49 0.77 134. 5.21
PCYS 125. 2.14 1.91 125. 6.15 1.02 125. 4.91 0.94

GRACE 6, TCTAL 213. 2.04 00,4 111. 6.17 0.91 213. 4.79 1.08
SES 1 106. 1.91 9.7d 106. 5.9a 1.01 106. 4.67 1.11
SES 2 107. 2.17 0.89 107. 6.36 0.77 107. 4.90 0.95
GIRLS 104. 7.01 9.75 104. 6.31 0.77 104. 5.02 1.34
POTS 101. 2.07 1.92 10I. 5.96 1.09 109. 4.55 1.11

GRACE 9, TCTAL 224. 2.39 n.Ai 224. 5.93 1.08 224. 4.48 0.99
SFS 1 113. 2.31 0.44 111. 5.18 0.96 4.5G 0.97
SES 2 111. 2.47 111. soi7 1.19 111. 4.45 1.01

GIRLS 111. 2.47 0.82 111. 6.1? 0.99 111. 4.69 1.01
BCYS 113. 2.35 0.88 113. 5.73 1.17 113. 4.26 0.98

TCTAL SES I 371. 2.06 0.86 373. 6.06 1.01 373. 4.67 1.0?
rcrat. SES 2 321. 2.29 3.14 323. 6.22 0.91 323. 4.89 0.96

TCTAL G111.5 34S. 2.17 0.,15 349. 6.33 0.82 349., 4.97 1.02
TCTAL PCYS 347. 2.19 0.90 341. 5.95 1.09 347. 4.5g 1.01

:;IONIFICANT EFFECT:1 GRADE SID GRADE SEX GRADE SEX

TABLE: PROBLEM SIXTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANU STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY sr/1%s SCCRES. ANOVA PROBLEM 16, VARIABLES VICTIM RATING.
17E4 FOW WRChG IS TEE. tvIcTIP).

ADULT ATTACKING CHILD CHILD ATTACKING AOULT CHILD ATTAKCING CHILD

GAUP REPCRTEC

512,526,521,522026,528,
520,534,538,540,546,554

MEAN S.D.

518,542,544,550,
552,558,560064

N MEAN S.D.

514024032,536,
448,5560620566

N MtAN S.D.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 259. 4.11 1.20 259. 3.11 1.87 259. 3.17 1.14
SFS I 154. 4.09 1.19 154. 2.91 1.86 154. 3.06 1.06
S'S 2 105. 4.11 1.22 105. 3.52 1.88 105. 3.27 1.21
GIRLS 134. 3.78 1.71 134. 2.96 1.81 134. 2.87 1.11
OCTS 125. 4.44 1.19 125. 3.47 1.93 125. 3.47 1.16

GRACE 6, TCTAL 213. 3.711 1.34 213. 4.43 2.03 213. 3.52 1.32
SFS 1 106. 3.61 1.10 106. 4.63 2.00 106. 3.53 1.27
SFS 2 1C7. 3.95 1.39 107. 4.22 2.06 107. 3.52 1.36
GIRLS 104. 3.3d 1.40 104. 4.77 2.01 104. 3.56 1.55
POTS 109. 4.17 1.79 109. 4.08 2.05 109. 3.49 1.08

GRACE P, TCTAL 224. 2.74 1.48 224. 5.47 1.36 224. 3.86 1.17
SES 1 113. 3.07 1.38 113. 5.23 1.42 113. 3.73 1.10
SES 2 111. 2.41 1.38 111. 5.70 1.30 111. 4.00 1.25
GIRLS Ill. 2.62 1.39 111. 5.68 1.24 111. 4.07 1.27
PCYS 113. 2.86 1.37 113. 5.25 1.44 113. 3.66 1.07

TCTAL SES 1 373. 3.59 1.29 373. 4.26 1.76 373. 3.44 1.14
TCTAL SES 2 323. 3.50 1.33 323. 4.48 1.75 373. 3.60 1.27

TCTAL GIRLS 349. 3.26 1.33 349. 4.47 1.70 349. 3.50 1.32
TCTAL PCYS 347. 3.82 1.28 347. 4.27 1.81 347. 3.54 1.10

SIGNIFICANT kliPPUTS GRADE 082 MADE GRADE
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ITALY

TAELE. PROBLEM TEN

SUMMARY MANS AND SIANDANU UFWIAIINNS FUN PAN INJILLS.

Stoboav %IA 901'R/5. AhLVA M91111LEM lc. VARIARLIS 1-4. 406RESSUR RATING.
1660 0. 814cNG IS

COCUP 00018117

TE9 14EG11144091.

PAR/1S H1 CHILDbhoo
S71074.411.554

N RIAN S.D.

CHILDREN HIT LHILDWN
511.53504/061

N MFAN S.D.

P4R1N13 SOHLD CHILDREN
511.515o553,545

N MLAN 5.0.

CHILOREN SCIILD CHILDREV
23.541.655.565

N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 259. 2.61 4.52 254. 5.50 1.17 149. .60 0.81 259. 4.62 1.1?
SFS I 154. 2.42 1.47 154. 5.18 I.75 I54. .56 007 174. 4.46 1.01
5E4 2 105. 4.19 1016 10S. 1.62 0.99 105. .67 0.86 135. 4.17 1.21
GIRLS 014. 2.51 4.41 144. 5.65 1.04 114. .64 0.92 154. 4.75 1.23
PCVS 115. 3.09 1.70 I25. 5.49 1.70 115. .56 0.01 115. 4.49 1.04

GRACE 6. TCTAL 20. 3.1.9 10,4 211. 5.11 1.I0 219. .23 0.47 213. 4.24 1.32
SES I ICh. 2.14 1.69 106. 5.;7 1.16 116. .73 0.48 116. 4.16 1.49
SFS 2 IC1. 3.57 1.68 107. 5.45 1.04 107. .2? C.45 Iu?. 4.33 1.16CMS 104. 5.77 1.14 104. 5.57 0.911 104. .17 0.3 104. 4.47 1.34
00111 109. 3.21 1.71 109. 5.06 1.22 109. .28 0.58 1,4. 4.:J2 1.31

GRACE A. TCTAL 124. 3.11 1.59 274. 5.75 1.14 224. .44 1.75 714. 3.69 1.33
SES I III. 1.71 1.59 115. 5.14 1.04 113. .5h 7.71 113. 3.73 I.33
SES 7 M. 4.11 1.49 111. 5.70 1.74 111. .41 0.79 III. 3.64 1.13
GIRLS 111. 4.00 1.59 111. 501 1.07 III. .42 0.79 III. 3.82 1.49
POPS 115. 1.77 1.59 111. 4.94 1.25 113. .47 0.70 113. 3.56 1.17

TCTAL SES 1 175. 5.04 1.51 375. 5.20 1.I4 313. .40 8.69 373. 4.11 1.28
TCTAL SES 2 121. 1.61 I64 521. 5.50 1.09 513. .45 0.71 313. 4.15 1.24

TOTAL GIRLS 149. 1.29 1.46 549. 5.58 1.03 349. .41 0.69 349. 4.34 1.34
IC141 OCVS Pt?. 3.5h 1.h? 147. 5.12 1.71 347. .44 0.70 347. 4.0? 1.17

siamicom unkcm ORAD. sjz Sky SEX GRADE 03

GROUP 0E0E4110

LHILORCE SLOIC PARFqty
517.941.549.446

N RIAN S.D.

TEACHERS

N

SCOLD CHILDREN
515.527

MEAN S.V.

CHILDREN SCuED TEACHERS
543.557

N MEAN S.D.

POLICEMEN SCOLD CHILDREN
619.537

N MEAN S.Do

GRACE 4, TOTAL 259. 6.41 0.90 259. 1.88 1.26 259. 6.27 1.20 259. 1.87 1.17
58% I 154. 6.27 1.'94 154. 1.94 1.23 154. 6.09 1.26 154. 1.89 1.21
SES 2 105. 6.55 0.46 10S. 1.92 1.30 105. 6.15 1.15 lot5. 1.44 1.04
GIRLS 134. 6.56 0.71 134. 1.99 1.38 114. 6.48 1.02 134. 2.33 1.30
13CVS 125. 6.25 I. "l 175. 1.77 1.15 125. 5.97 1.39 125. 1.71 1.05

GRACE 6. TOTAL 213. 6.50 0.76 213. 1.56 1.10 213. 5.93 1.41 213. 1a74 1.22
SES I 106. 6.91$ 0.78 106. 1.50 1.02 106. 5.56 1.03 106. 1.58 1.05
SES 2 107. 6.61 0.74 107. 1.62 1.19 107. 6.10 0.49 107. 1.91 1.40
GIRLS 104. 6.69 1.54 104. 1.47 0.90 104. 6.11 1.25 104. 1.12 1.14
OCT'S 109. 6.31 m.99 109. 1.66 1.31 109. 5.64 1.57 109. 1.77 1.31

GRACE 0. TCTAL 224. 6.25 1.06 224. 1.05 1.75 274. 5.67 1.55 224. 1.70 1.20
SES I 113. 6.20 1.11 113. 1.40 1.15 113. 5.43 1.46 113. 1.78 L.15
SES 2 III. 6.51 101 III. 1.90 1.34 111. 5.51 1.64 III. 1.63 LOS
GIRLS 111. 6.10 1.12 III. 1.77 1.71 III. 5.97 1.38 III. 1.73 1.26
RCVS 115. 6.21 1.01 113. 1.41 1.711 113. 5.1h 1.73 111. 11.66 1.13

TCTAL SOS I 373. 6.28 9.911 373. 1.71 1.13 373. 1.83 1.52 373. 1.75 1.20
TOTAL SES 2 321. 6.49 0.84 123. 1.81 1.28 423. 6.05 1.26 123. 1.79 1.20

TCTAL GIRLS 349. 6.52 0.91 349. 1.74 1.16 349. 6.22 1.22 349. 1.83 1.23
TOTAL 15015 347. 6.26 1.10 347. 1.70 1.26 147. 6.66 1.56 341. 1.72 1.16

ORRILTICANT 1177/0715

GROUP PEPCM1EG

CEILOREN

N

SCOLD RULICiMEN
551.561

MEAN 5.0.

LIM

N MLAN S.D.

GRAG6 4. TOTAL 259. 6.76 1.10 GRACE 8. TCTAL 224. 5.55 1.64
SES L 154. 6.21 1.70 SES 5.11 1.39
SES 2 105. 6.30 1.16 SES 2 III. 5.36 1.08
GIRLS 134. 6.35 1.10 GIRLS Ill. 5.94 1.47
BOYS 125. 6.16 1.16 RCVS 113. 5.15 5.86

GRACE 6. TCTAL 213. 5.76 1.60 TCTAL SES 111. 5.89 1.48
SES 1 ICIS. 5.61 1.114 TCTAL SOS 2 323. 5016 1.47
SOS 2 107. 3.92 1.36
GIRLS 104. 4.43 1.49 TCTAL GIRLS 349. 6.00 1.30
BOYS 109. ,59 toll TCTAL ODYS 147. 5.61 1.64

emenoure srrimpre GRADS RIR



ITALY

TABLE: PROBLEM FOURTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANO STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR

SUPPARY SEI SCORES. AN014 P14061114 14, VARIARLIS 1 -4.MP 1-0 RDN6 1% 71.1 111CIII.
VILTIM RATING.

WIMP REPEATED

PAIH.NIS 1111 WILIIREN
4/2.510.549.154

N MOAN S.D.

CHILDREN HII LHILDRIN
514,516,546,562

N MI AN S.O.

PARENTS SCOLD LHILOREN
512026034046

N MFAN S.D.

.H1LJRFy 30010 C0ILORt9
424,011036066

MEAN S.U.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 144. 4.01 1.45 759. 3.95 1.35 259. 4.16 1.34 259. 1.17 1.21
SFS 1 154. 4.00 1.49 154. 2.45 1.28 154. 4.16 1.29 154. 9.14 1.14
SES 105. 4.11 1.41 10S. 3.15 1.42 135. 4.16 1.40 1)5. 3.38 I.2R
GIRLS 114. 3.10 1.49 I/4. 2.03 1.31 134. 3.76 1.31 134. 2.139 1.14
BOOS 17/. 4.71 1.40 125. 1.26 1.39 125. 4.61 1.36 125. 3.64 1.24

CRACE 6. TCTIL 711. 1.76 1.49 211. 3.45 1.41 213. 3011 1.53 213. 3.58 1.47
SES I 106. 3.66 1.47 106. 3.44 1.40 106. 3.58 1.44 106. 3.59 1.44
S'S 2 101. 3..17 I./1 107. 3.45 1.46 107. 4.03 1.62 la. 1.57 1.50
GIRLS 104. 1.41 1.40 104. 1.51 1.63 104. 3.41 1.63 144. 3.59 1.64
ROVS 101. 4.12 1.41 101. 3.39 1.24 11)9. 4.20 1.45 139. 3.57 1.3J

CAKE P. TCTAL 224. 2.90 1.46 274. 4.20 1.34 224. 2.61 1.52 224. 3.53 1.32
SFS I 3.11 1.46 111. 4.03 1.76 111. 2.98 1.57 113. 3.41 1.24
S. S 2.61 1.50 III. 4.18 1.41 111. 2.25 1.51 111. 1.59 1.35
GIRLS 2.96 1.44 Ill. 4.49 1.41 111. 2.41 1.54 111. 3.63 1.40
ACVS 111. 2.95 1.46 111. 3.97 1.27 111. 2.61 1.51 111. 3.37 1.24

TCTAL SIIS I 373. 3.61 1.47 371. 3.41 1.31 373. 3.56 1.41 374. 3.38 1.29
TOTAL SES 2 121. 3.54 1.47 321. 3.66 1.43 123. 3.49 1.52 323. 3.51 I .3n

TC1AL GIRLS 149. 3.31 1.49 149. 3.61 1.45 349. 3.19 1.46 349. 3.31 1.41
OCTAL 008% 447. 3.77 1.44 447. 3.52 1.30 147. 3.87 1.44 347. 1.53 1.26

siONIFICANT INFECTS GRADE SFS MUM, GRAD), BO'S

GRCUP OMATE0

CHILDREN SCOLD PARENTS
516.542.550.560

N MEAN S.D.

7tAGHFRS

N

SCOLD CHILDREN
516.528

MFAN S.D.

CHILDREN SCOLD
544.558

N MEAN

TEACHERS

S.D.

POLICOAN SCOLJ CAILDRE)
573,538

N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TOTAL 259. 1.05 1.06 259. 4.04 1.46 259. 3.36 7,14 259. 4.09 1.45
SOS I I54. 2.16 1.8i 154. 4.07 1.42 154. 3.05 2.12 154. 4.36 1.52
SFS 2 OS. 3.11 1.90 105. 4.01 1.51 105. 3.66 7.15 10S. 4.12 1.39
GIRLS 114. 2.80 1.79 114. 3.51 1.40 134. 3.36 2.11 134. 3.82 1.44
RCVS 125. 3.29 1.93 125. 4.57 1.51 125. 3.67 2.16 125. 4.36 1.46

GRACE 6, MAL 211. 4.36 2.19 211. 1.64 1.67 213. 4.57 7.20 213. 3.55 1.47
SES 1 106. 4.48 2.19 106. 3.56 1.66 106. 4.84 2.20 136. 3.54 1.43
SES 2 IC7. 4.24 2.18 107. 4.09 1.69 107. 4.29 2.21 167. 3.15 1.55
GIRLS 104. 4.71 7.24 104. 3.40 1.70 104. 4.67 2.10 104. 3.21 1.44
ROTS 109. 3.99 2.14 109. 4.27 1.65 109. 4.26 2.31 149. 4.36 1.51

CRACE 9. TCTAL 274. 5.6? 1.49 274. 2.76 1.57 224. 5.47 1.55 714. 2.61 1.61
SES I 113. 5.30 1.61 111. S.OU 1.51 113. 5.25 1.62 111. 2.96 1.66
SFS 2 III. 5.94 1.14 III. 2.43 1.61 III. 5.69 1.48 III. 7.25 1.56
GIRLS III. 5.81 1.44 III. 2.65 1.61 III. 5.62 1.41 111. 2.50 1.65
BOYS 113. 5.41 1.43 111. 2.86 1.54 113. 5.31 1.67 113. 2.71 1.57

TCTAL SES I 373. 4.16 1.99 373. 3.56 1.54 373. 4.16 1.96 313. 3.52 1.53
TCTAL SES 7 371. 4.50 1.80 371. 3.51 1.60 323. 4.55 1.94 113. 3.36 1.50

OCTAL GIRLS 349. 4.45 1.42 349. 3.19 1.57 349. 4.57 1.611 349. 3.18 1.51
70.714 ROTS 341. 4.24 1.117 347. 3.90 1.57 347. 4.42 2.05 347. 3.72 1.51

BICIRIPECW 1011IWTS GRADE BIZ Cial)1; GRADS GRADS STS

GRCUP REPENTED

CI-ILI:14EN

N

SCOLD POLICEMEN
5/2064

MEAN S.D.
N MEAN S.O.

GRACE 4. OCTAL 259. 3.42 7.14 CRACE A. TCTAL 224. 5.17 1.61
SES 154. 3.10 7.15 SES I 111. 5.06 1.61
SES 2 105. 3.74 2.14 SFS 2 Ill. 5.70 1.98
GIRLS 114. l.'s GIRLS III. 5.47 1.44
EMS 125. 1.65 2,22 0000 ill. 4.07 3.77

G04CE A, TCTAL 711. 4.43 2.12 1CTAL SOS I 371. 4.30 1.96
SES I 106. 4.14 2.10 TCTAL SFS 7 323. 4.1R 1.96
SES 2 107. 4.14 7.15
GIRLS IC4. 4.77 7.05 TCTAL GIRLS 345. 4.47 1.715
POTS IC9. 4.10 7.70 TCTAL BOYS 347. 4.21 2.06

SIGNIFICANT MMIZTE OWN



ITALY

TAMEE! PRO31.1)4 ELEVEN

SUMMARY MFANS ANU STAGDAWD DEVIATIONS FUN PAN INOIELS

Sk. PPPPP SEE SCCRES. ARCO PROflLEM U. VANIAOLES 1-4. AGGRESSOR RATING.
11186. 4 1.04 1.111CHG IS PEE IACGRESSUR).

MLLE ATTAKCING mA1E
511.11i.411.515. MALE ATTACKING FEMALE. FEMALE ATTACKING MALI.
51%5415563 517.521029.533.537561 513.545,540.551.553055

COCLP ieforrIcc N MEAN S.O.

FEMALE ATTAKCING FEMALE
521.525.643.5549565

N MEAN S.O. N MEAN S.U. N MEAN S.O.

GRACE 4. TOTAL 259. 4.16 0.76 259. $.73 0.89 259. 4.61 0.79 259. 4.14 3.77
SES I 154. 3.96 0.80 154. 3.53 0.89 154. 4.4S 0.78 154. 4,12 3.82
SES 2 10S. 4.16 1.72 105. 3.94 0.89 105. 4.76 0.80 105. 4.17 0.72
GIRLS 134. 4.21 0.79 134. 4.04 0.93 134. 4.45 0.76 134. 4.25 0.76
OCVS 125. 4.10 0.74 125. 3.43 0.84 125. 4.76 0.83 125. 4.24 0.78

GRACE 6. TCTAL 213. 4.02 C.78 213. 1.68 0.87 213. 4.46 0.89 213. 4.11 0.81
SES t 106. 3.86 0.82 106. 3.68 0.92 106. 4.24 0.93 1J6. 3.99 0.84
SES 2 107. 4.17 0.74 107. 3.68 0.63 107. 4.68 0.84 1U7. 4.25 3.77
GIRLS 104. 4.17 0.71 104. 3.97 0.79 104. 4.15 0.87 104. 4.25 5.67
BOYS 109. 3.86 0.86 109. 3.39 0.95 109. 4,57 0.91 109. 3.49 3.95

GRACE A. TCTAL 224. 1.88 0.74 224. 1.81 0.81 224. 4.50 0.9S 224. 3.99 0.77
SES 1 111. 3.88 0.67 118. 3.61 0.76 113. 4.60 0.93 113. 3.93

C31.7:SES 2 111. 3.89 0.01 111. 3.94 0.96 111. 4.41 0.96 111.
GIRLS 111. 4.13 0.66 Ill. 4.11 0.80 111. 4.39 0.89 111. 4.37 3.73
BOYS 113. 3.61 00,1 113. 1.52 0.82 iii. 4.61 1.01 113. 3.92 0.80

TCTAL 55 1 373. 3.90 0.77 373. 3.63 0.85 373. 4.43 0.88 373. 4.02 3.82
TCTAL SES 2 121. 4.14 0.76 323. 3.85 0.86 323. 4.62 0.87 323. 4.22 3.74

TCTAL GIRLS 349. 4.17 0.71 349. 4.04 0.84 349. 4.40 0.84 349. 4.19 0.72
TETA!. BOYS 147. 1.87 0.81 347. 3.45 0.87 347. 4.65 0.92 147. 4.05 0.84

51011IPICAlek7FIDTS. GRADk; 31.$ 03.0 SFS
83.1 GRADE BM

TABLE: PROBLEM PIMPS

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD 0EVIAITUNS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUPPARV SEP SCVOES. A6CVA PRURLEm 15. VANIANLFS 1-4. VICTIM RATING.
ITEM FOR MRCNC IS TEE IVICTIM1.

MALE ATTAKCING MALE
512.520.512.516.
540.542.564

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE
518.523.529034.530i562

FEMALE ATTACKING MALE
514.546050.6520.54.556

FEMALE ATTAKCING FEMALE
522.526.548.560.566

WIMP REPCRIED N MEAN S.0. 9 MEAN S.N. N MEAN S.O. N MEAN S.O.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 259. 3.62 0.95 259. 3.53 0.99 259. 3.47 1.15 259. 3.71 1.11
SES 1 154. 3.54 3.92 154. 3.42 0.99 154. 3.32 1.06 154. 3.54 1.10
SES 2 105. 3.71 3.99 105. 1.64 1.00 105. 3.62 1.24 105. 3.88 1.15
GIRLS 134. 3.11 0.94 134. 3.15 0.99 134. 3.39 1.09 13!. 3.32 1.08
BOYS 125. 3.97 0.96 I25. 3.91 1.00 125. 3.55 1.22 125. 4.10 1.17

CRACE 6. TOTAL 211. 3.85 1.07 213. 3.70 1.11 213. 3.91 1.16 213. 3.96 1.17
SES 1 106. 3.84 1.12 106. 3.55 1.15 106. 4.04 1.17 136. 3.92 1.11
SES 2 107. 1.87 1.02 107. 3.85 1.07 107. 3.79 1.16 107. 3.99 1.22
GIRLS 104. 3.82 1.12 104. 3.50 1.15 .104. 3.95 1.16 104. 3.91 1.24
OCVS 109. 3.89 1.01 109. 3.89 1.07 109. 3.88 1.17 109. 4.00 1.09

GRACE At TCTAL 224. 3.87 0.98 224. 3.44 1.06 224. 4.10 1.13 224. 3.76 1.07
SES I 113. 3.87 0.95 113. 1.47 1.02 113. 4.25 1.13 113. 3.85 1.14
SES 2 Ill. 3.87 1.00 III. 3.45 1.10 111. 4.14 1.13 111. 3.6? 1.00
GIRLS Ill. 8.93 0,95 111. 1.98 1.03 111. 4.15 1.04 111. 3.86 1.10
807S 113. 3.71 101 113. 3.29 1.09 113. 4.25 1.22 113. 3.66 1.04

MEAL SES 1 373. 3.71 0.99 373. 3.46 1.05 373. 3.87 1.12 373. 3.77 1.I2
TCTAL SFS 2 323. 8.80 1.00 323. 3.65 1.06 123. 3.05 1.18 323. 0.85 1.13

TCTAL GIRLS 349. 3.69 1.00 349. 3.41 1.05 349. 3.83 1.10 349. 3.70 1.14
TCTAL BOYS 347. 3.84 0.99 147. 3.70 1.06 347. 3.89 1.20 347. 3.92 1.10

8I0117,111CANTEM0T5 GRADE:
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ITALY

TABLE. PROBLEM WM

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

AhOVA PHONLEM 9.
ITF 1434 112C5G IS IMF IAGGRkSSORT.

GRCLP REPCRIEC

FATHER HITTING SON
519

MEAN S.D.

AGGRESSOR RATING.

FATHER HITTING DAUGHTER
529

N MEAN S.O.

HONER HIllING SON MOTHER HITTING DAJGHTER
553 5::

N MkAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

GRAC0 4. ICIAL 259. 3.26 2.20 259. 3.01 1.99 259. 2.85 2.02 259. 2.19 1.70
SES I 154. 7.72 2.07 154. 2.59 1.93 154. 2.31 1.89 154. 2.13 1.64
SES 2 105. 3.79 7.32 105. 3.43 2.06 105. 3.38 2.15 105. 2.24 1.15
GIRLS 114. 7.88 7.136 134. 2.93 1.98 134. 2.38 1.16 134. 1.99 1.52
0035 175. 3.64 2.33 175. 3.08 2.01 125. 3.31 2.28 125. 2.39 1.81

GRACE 60 ICIAL 213. 1.14 2.70 213. 3.53 2.28 213. 3.51 2.23 213. 2.30 1.63
SES 1 196. .1.35 2.24 106. 3.34 2.36 106. 3.09 2.10 126. 2.23 1.50
SES 2 1C7. 4.14 2.15 1C7. 3.12 2.20 107. 3.93 2.37 107. 2.37 1.76
GIRLS 104. 3.16 ?en 104. 3.53 2.22 104. 3.70 2.29 104. 2.18 1.47
POTS 109. 3.13 2.19 109. 3.52 2.35 109. 3.32 2.18 109. 2.42 1.83

GRACE 8. ICIAL 224. 4.31 2.06 224. 4.17 1.94 224. 4.19 2.11 224. 3.12 1.83
SFS 1 113. 4.14 2.09 '113. 3.81 1.91 113. 4.10 2.05 113. 2.91 1.75
SES 2 III. 4.45 2.03 111. 4.53 1.96 111. 4.29 2.18 111. 3.34 1.92
GIRLS 111. 4.51 2.137 111. 4.44 2.06 111. 4.45 2.04 111. 3.02 1.84
BOYS III. 4.17 2.05 113. 3.90 1.81 113. 3.93 2.18 113. 3.23 1.82

TCTAL SES I 310. 3.42 7.11 373. 3.25 2.07 313. 3.17 2.02 373. 2.42 1.63
ICTAL SES 2 123. 4.11 2.17 323. 3.89 2.07 323. 3.87 2.23 323. 2.65 1.81

TCTAL GIRLS 149. 3.71 2.11 349. 3.63 2.09 349. 3.51 2.03 349. 2.19 1.61
ICTAL Bays 347. 3.83 2.19 347. 3.50 2.06 347. 3.52 2.21 347. 2.68 1.83

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SES GRADE SEX GRADE SES GRADE

497 HITTING HOY BOY HITTING GIRL GIRL MUTING BUY G1.11 HITTING GIRL
515 561 513 547

211"IP REPTRIP: N MEAN S.O. H MEAN S.D. N 01001 S.D. N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. IL rAL 759. 5.62 1.51 259. 5.26 1.80 259. 5.18 1.72 259. 5.33 1.61
SFS 1 154. 5.14 1.75 154. 4.98 1.83 154. 5.09 1.48 154. 5.60 1.72
ICS 7 105. 6.10 1.26 105. 5.54 1.77 105. 5.68 1.56 105. 6.06 1.49
GIRLS 134. 5.76 1.44 134. 5.94 1.38 134o 5.14 1.71 134. 5.86 1.51
PCS'S 125. 5.48 1.58 125. 4.57 2.22 125. 5.63 1.71 125. 5.83 1.68

GRACE L. IGIAL 211. 5.37 1.73 213. 5.15 1.74 213. 5.08 1.64 213. 5.76 1.51
SFS 1 IC6. 5.20 1.81 106. 5.33 1.69 106. 4.7h 1.73 106. 5.51 1.62
SFS 7 !CI. 5.51 1.65 107. 4.91 1.80 101. 5.40 1.55 101. 6.01 1.41
CIRLS 104. 5.19 1.51 104. 5.95 1.29 104. 4.58 1.60 104. 6.02 1.24
RCVS 109. 4.94 1.95 109. 4.35 2.19 109. 5.51 1.47 109. 5.49 1.79

GRACE H. ICTAL 224. 5.13 1.81 224. 5.18 1.63 214. 4.89 1.99 224. 5.61 1.61
SES 1 113. 5.11 1.61 113. 5.20 1.60 113. 5.24 1.81 113. 5.48 1.62
SfS III. 5.14 1.04 111. 5.57 1.66 111. 4.55 7.14 111. 5.75 1.60
GIRLS III. 5.62 1.69 111. 6.29 1.14 111. 4.40 2.07 111. 5.88 1.47
DOSS 111. 4.64 1.46 113. 4.48 2.11 113. 5.39 1.89 113. 5.15 1.75

ICS ti. SES 1 373. 5.15 1.73 371. 5.17 1.70 313. 5.03 1.81 373. 5.53 1.65
IC IAA SFS 2 323. 5.59 1.65 373. 5.36 1.74 323. 5.21 1.75 113. 5.94 1.50

TCTAL GIRLS 349. 5.12 1.55 349. 6.06 1.27 349. 4.71 1.86 349. 5.91 1.41
ICIAL RGYS 347. 5.07 1.91 347. 4.47 2.17 347. 5.93 I.70 141. 5.55 1.14

51CNIF (CANT RFFECTS GRADE SES SEX SEX SEX SES SEX



ITALY

CUP . PUN NOL9G 1$

SUMMARY

ANOVA PROBLEM 9.
IF( IACGMESSORI.

MEANS
TAMA'

AND 518140ARU

PROEM' NINE

00016110N5 PU4

AGGRESSOR

PAR 101010E5.

RA11NG.

FATHER SCOL0140 SUN FATHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER 1110114814 SCULD1VG SUN 801HER 5..010ING DAUGHTER
511 533 545 525

GRCUP EPERTEG N MEAN S.D. N NEAR S.D. N MkAN S.D. N MkAN 5.0.

GRACE 4. TOTAL 259. 1.44 1.00 259. 1.82 1.41 259. 1.66 1.29 .1.:.9. 1.56 1.14
SES 1 154. 1.44 0.90 154. 1.82 1.46 154. 1.59 1.29 154. 1.53 1.16
SFS 2 1G5. 1.43 1.09 105. 1.81 1.41 105. 1.73 1.29 135. 1.59 1.11
GIRLS 134. 1.47 1.07 134. 1.91 1.57 134. 1.60 1.17 134. 1.65 1.26
GOYS 125. 1.40 0.92 125. 1.72 1.29 125. 1.72 1.40 125. 1.47 1.01

GRACE 6. TC1AL 283. 1.18 0.64 213. 1.29 0.84 213. 1.25 0.77 213. 1.22 0.64
SES 1 106. 1.19 3.64 106. 1.33 0.92 106. 1.23 0.76 1816. 1.22 0.58
SES 2 107. 1.17 0.65 107. 1.26 0.76 107. 1.27 0.78 137. 1.23 0.10
GIRLS 104. 1.1? 0.43 104. 1.29 0.74 104. 1.14 1.56 134. 1.16 3.53
8018 109. 1.23 0.85 109. 1.30 0.94 109. 1.35 0.98 139, 1.28 3.76

GRACE 8, TOTAL 224. 1.10 0.80 224. 1.29 0.77 224. 1.89 1.65 224. 1.34 3.89
SES 1 113. 1.13 0.90 113. 1.24 0.75 113. 1.60 1.46 113. 1.42 1.08
SES 2 Ill. 1.27 0.79 Ill. 1.34 0.79 111. 2.18 1.84 111. 1.27 3.71
GIRLS III. 1.37 0.80 111. 1.26 0.75 ill. 1.64 1.51 III. 1.47 1.07
RCVS Ili. 1.23 0.79 113. 1.12 0.79 113. 2.14 1.79 113. 1.22 0.71

TOTAL SES 1 171. 1.32 0.18 373. 1.46 1.04 303. 1.47 1.17 313. 1.39 3.94
TCTAL StS 2 32). 1.29 0.84 323. 1.87 0.99 323. 1.12 1.30 323. 1.86 3.84

OCTAL G14LS 34S. 1.32 0.77 349. 1.49 1.0? 349. 1.46 1.08 349. 8.43 3.95
TOTAL 6078 347. 1.29 9.46 347. 1.45 1.01 347. 1.73 1.39 347. 1.12 3.63

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS
GRADP. GRADE GRADE

GRCLP REP(RtEll

ROY SCULL/19G ROY
531

MEAN S.D.

finY

N

8CoLDING GIRL
823

MEAN S.D.

GIRL

N

SCOLO1NG
555

PLAN

DDY

S.U.

GIRL

N

SCADING GIRL
565

MEAN S.O.

CRACF 4. ILTAL 259. 4.43 1.84 259. 3.81 1.82 259. 5.02 1.86 259. 5.23 1.72

SES 1 154. 4.20 1.85 154. 3.56 1.67 154. 5.09 1.90 884. 5.08 1o.79

SES 2 105. 4.66 1.93 105. 4.16 1.97 195. 4.95 1.111 135. 5.111 1.66
GIRLS 134. 4.66 1.83 134. 4.61 1.76 134. 4.60 1.95 134. 5.15 1.76
ROYS 125. 4.21 1.84 125. 3.07 1.88 125. 5.44 1.76 125. 5.31 1.69

GRACE L. OCTAL ill. 1.84 1.91 213. 1.81 2.00 213. 4.45 2.02 211. 4.16 1.90
SES 1 106. 3.75 2.03 106. 4.06 2.10 106. 4.04 2.26 1J6. 4.86 1.94
SkS 107. 8.97 1.78 107. 3.56 1.90 107. 4.97 3.79 1J7. 5.07 1.86
CIRLS 1C4. 4.10 1.94 104. 4.60 1.93 104. 3.90 2.06 164. 5.24 1.73
HUNS 109. 3.4? 1.88 109. 3.01 7.01 131. 5601 1.99 109. 4.69 2.07

CRACE 8, MOO- 224. 3.40 1.84 224. 3.54 1.94 224. 4.77 2.06 224. 3.79 1.96
SFS l LI). 3.50 1.'l 113. 3.43 1.96 III. 4.40 1.97 113. 3.81 2.04
SES 2 111. 3.3r 1.98 III. 1.78 2.03 III. 3.84 2.14 III. 3.17 1.81
GIRLS III. 4.94 1.ft7 111. 4.28 7.23 111. 1.42 7.01 111. 3.16 2.04
POYS 113. 2.97 1.69 113. 2.03 1.16 113. 4.7? 2.05 813. 3.72 1.67

HEAL Si% 1 373. 3.8? 1.89 375. 3.68 101 313. 4.48 2.04 113. 4.58 1.92
TCTAL SkS 821. 1.96 1.95 371. 8.111 1.96 323. 4.55 1.91 323. 4.14 1.83

OCTAL CIllS 141. 4.21 1.94 344. 4.51 1.97 349. 3.91 2.02 349.. 4.15 1.0
1CTA1 PCYS 147. 3.5'. 1.90 147. 3.00 1.90 147. 5.06 1.95 147. 4.57 1.87

slatiFICAHT EVFECTS GRAM SEX 1EX GRADE SEX GRADE



ITALY

TAME. MOSLEM MIME

SUMMARY MFANS AND STANDRAD 011/IAIIUNS mom RAN INOICF5.

850911 PRUTILt00 91 AGGRESSUR 141140.
11E - FOR 1114CN6 IS 11.1 IAGGRESS0111.

GRCUP REPC91ED

OCT SCOLDING FATHFR ROY SCOLDING MOTHER 611% SCOLDING 14,1476 GIRL SCUL014G 40/MIA
541 511 544 559

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N PLAN S.D. 4 061114 S.D.

GRACE 4. IC1AL 259. 6.10 1.15 259. 6.4S 1.I0 259. 6.43 1.22 254. 6.42 1.11
SES 1 154. 6.31 1.44 154. 6.2S 1.34 154. 6.26 1.41 154. 6.24 1.32
SES 2 105. 6.44 1.26 405. 6.66 0.05 105. 6.59 0.46 105. 6.16 1.02
0IALS 134. 6.54 1.30 134. 6.49 0.92 134. 6.50 1.06 134. 6.6U 3.91
BOYS 124. 6.21 1.40 125. 602 1.26 12S. 6.27 1.31 125. 6.21 1.18

GRACE 6. TOTAL 211. 6.54 1.06 111. 6.57 1.08 213. 6.59 0.48 211. 6.35 1.14
SFS I 06. 6.47 1.20 106. 6.31 1.11 106. 6.44 0.94 1.$6. 6.1) 1.82
SES 2 107. 6.66 0.93 101. 6.64 1.05 101. 6.63 1.07 137. 6.11 0.91
GIRLS 104. 6.67 0.75 104. 6.70 0.91 104. 6.80 0.40 1J4. 6.65 3.74
BOYS 109. 6.41 1.13 109. 6.45 1.25 109. F.17 104 1.49. 6.36 .54

08401 Op IONIC 224. 6.20 1.56 214. 6.54 1.06 224. 6.2) 1.46 224. 6.10 .s
SES I III. 6.01 1.80 113. 6.49 1.11 143. 6.10 104 6.01 .31
SES 2 111. 6.40 1.33 III. 6.58 1.01 Ill. 6.15 10/ 111. 6.14 .S4
GIRLS III. 6.34 1.42 III. 6.44 1.26 Ill. 6.16 10/ 131. 6.11 .52
BOYS 111. 6.06 1.66 113. 6.63 0.86 113. 6.01 1.60 113. 6.?9 .44

UTAL SES 1 373. 6.25 1.45 37). 6.42 1.19 213. 6.07 1.27 173. 6.16
TOTAL SES 2 321. 600 1.17 a 321. 6.62 0.97 12). 6.46 1.11 6./2 .15
ITTAL GIRLS 345. 6.51 1.19 344. 6.55 1.03 149. 6.1R 0.96 144. 0.45 .01
TCTAI. 00.15 347. 6.21 1.46 341. 6.46 1.11 141. 6.24 1.46 347. 6.1) .61

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SEX MADE MX

GPCLP 1119111TE0

(11/01 4, IC/AL
SFS 1

SES 2
GiMLS
PCYS

GRACE F. TCTAL
SES 1

SFS 2
GIRLS
RCVS

GRACF R. ICIAL
SES I
56, 7
GIRLS
SOY%

7CIAI SFS 1

TOTAL SFS 1

TOTAL GIRT 5
TOTAL errs

SIGNIFICANT KFFKCIS

lEACTIFI4

N

259.
154.
ICS.
114.
125.

211.
106.
1C7.
1C4.
IC9.

214.

III.
M.
111.

371.
1e5.

149.
347.

SCIRL614G RUY
515

MEAN S.D.

11.16 1.49
1.77 1.46
1.61 1.11
1.97 107
1.11" 1.70

1.52 1.72
1.46 1.09
1.5e 1.14
1.40 1.05
1.64 1.111

1.01 1.40
1.12 1.17
1.94 1.63
1.67 1.71
2.04 1.59

1.61 1.24
1.70 $.43

1.65 1.78
1170 14.59

TEACHER

N

25.1.
154.
105.
114.
125.

213.
106.
107.
104.
109.

224.
111.
111.
III.
112.

311.
121.

149.
147.

SCOLOING
527

MEAN

2.00
1.96
2.14
2.06
1.93

1.60
1.05
1.65
1.51
1.61

1.81
1.11

1.92
1.141

1.140
1.115

1..14

1.711

GRADE

6181

S.D.

1.6)
1.59
1.67
1.64
1.62

1.29
1.14
1.15
0.97
1.60

1.48

1C.:

1.55
1.40

1.45
1.41

1.39
1.54

6777 SCOLDING lEaCmtN

55,
4 MEAN S.U.

259. 6.17 101
154. 5.40 107
105. 6.26 1.48
114. 6.4r 1.71
125. 5.44 1.16

211. .1.14

ICA. S.41 2.16
IC/. 6.14 1.10
104. 6.111 1.14
104. ".40 2.02

124. 500 1.14
Ill. 5.17 1.19

1.44 1.49
Ill. 6.14 1.41
111. 5.47 1.06

171. 1.1/ 1.84
121. 4.11 1.46

149. 6.24 1.15
147. 5.57 1011

3E9 311E1

GIRL scuLat44

541
1. MEAN

259. 6.11
144. 6.21
105. 6.45
134. 6.12
125. 6.04

211. 6.06
106. 5.11
107. 6.4?
104. 6.25
104. 4.40

224. 4.41
111. 5.91
111. 1.11

5..3
111. /.26

171. 1.45
1121. hoc,

144. 6.71
141. 1.14

SLR

Trcritek

5.0.

1.4)
1051
1.1/
1.15
1.70

1.61
1.01
1.77
1.52
1.77

1.9A
1.61
1.14
1.02
7.15

1.71
1..4

1.30
1.67



ITiLY

TANI, r0:6'11.0.1 AIAL

100066v (4A% 80.11 %7640641) N.9161104; fon PAN I huICI. S.

- 400 40(4L IS 141.

ANI;VA P6O11t. v.
16440(15061.

0n11(.1.64 1C01o1.a. Any
119

6r,(,01%)04

ncil(0414 SCoLoi4r, G11.1
517

061146.

ter sc(Lom equilumah
56)

GIRL SCOLDING FOLICE664
551

40(40 010(1111C At 64 N AI IN 5.0. N 6[44 5.n. M(AN 5.11.

C116(1 4. 1C161 #5,. ./$ 1.11 259. 1.96 1.49 751. 6.77 1.14 2$4. 6.)0 1.40
%I% 1 154. .11 1.66 156. 1.95 1.66 154. 6.01 1.40 6.16 1.2$
St% 105. .66 1.16 105. 1.01 1.56 105. 6.11 1.19 105. 6.71 1.54
I:1AL% 114. .04 1.46 114. /.11 1.60 114. 6.1t 1.71 114. 6.41 1.16

174. .61 1.14 125. .74 1.29 17%. 6.14 1.46 6.10 1.62

46611 6. ICI it 711. .11 1.40 21). .17 1.14 711. 5.65 1.77 21). 5.551 1.74
sts
sil 7

1Cn.
It/.

.AA

.es
1.14
1.45

106.
107.

.44

.44
1.01
I.54

106.
IC7.

5.44
5.67

7.01,
1.46

106.
In?.

$.11
50)1

1.94
1.51

0IAL% 104. .60 1.24 104. .76 1.16 IC4. 5.91 1.44 104. 5.06 1.74
6011 ICI.. .64 1.56 109. .61 1.29 IC6. $.40 1.99 109. 5.79 1.7)

466(1 0, 1416t 724. .50 1.1) 224. .91 '.52 224. $.14 1011 724. 5.15 1.74
55% 1 111. .60 1.19 111. .96 1.54 111. 5.41 1.67 113. 6.04 1.46
%I% 7 III. .40 0.r6 111. La:. III. 5.27 1.96 s.as 2.01
-.lat.. III. .1.1 1.11 III. .91 1.50 Ill. 5.74 1.49 6.10 1.54

01 1,1 111. .49 10.6 111. ,n7 1.46 111. 4.41 2.1) II). 5.1.4 1.9$

1LIIL 51% 1 111. .10 1.19 171. O'L) 1.1n 171. 5.64 1.1) 111. 6.06 1.56
7!761. 145 / 121. .64 1.16 121. .04 1.14 171. 5.14 1,54 3 7 . 5.556 1.69

1C111( 145. .61 1.10 )41. .16 1.55 145. 5.91 1.41 )49. 6.16 1.46
1C161. 0';41. 147. .64 1.76 347. .76 1.1% 147. 5.4A 1.66 147. 5.19 1.11

410(171(.4NT r11(T5 CLAM %CZ 03.6 113 51.1



ITALY

TANA 1 7108/231 7410TELN

1180 - 114 88944 It

SUMMARY MEMO

46096 pACALER 111
let f01E11M1.

A40 STANDARD 0E818110AM FOR PAN 11301065.

VICTIM RAVING.

FAIT11C9 1111/144 smo FA1H1K HIIIING DAUGHTER 8011401 H111146 SUN 041714711 4177146 DAJGHTE4
S40 510 554 511

GACLP sCPC4171 9 REA% S.P. 4 MEAN S.O. PLA4 S.U. 4 REA4 S.O.
------

(RACE 4. tCtAL 259. 4.00 1.90 219. 4.01 1.71 259. 4.01 2.00 259. 4.31 1.87
444 I 154. 1.44 1.90 154. 4.01 1.83 154. 3.94 1.94 154. 4.22 2.01
5c5 ? 1354 4.1? 1.90 101. 3.96 1.60 105. 4.11 2.06 105. 4.39 1.73
GIRLS 114. 4.00 1.90 114. 3.64 1.11 134. 3.95 2.02 134. 4.17 1.79
Pr 1. 125. 4.en 1.90 125. 4.39 1.71 125. 4.14 1.98 125. 4.49 1.95

cant 6. ICIAt 711. 1.77 1.41 711. 1.71 1.94 213. 3.81 2.00 213. 3.69 1.87
St4 1 106. 1.81 1.79 106. 1.55 1.89 106. 3.70 1.68 106. 3.64 1.85
SFS 1 101. 0.60 1.84 107. 1.92 1.99 107. 3.92 2.11 147. 4.13 1.90
01415 104. 1.44 1.75 104. 1.21 1.44 104. '.63 1.91 104. 3.43 1.85
7104 109. 4.00 1.91 109. 4.26 1.96 109. 1.90 2.08 109. 4.34 1.09

GRACE 4, ICIAE 124. 2.91 1.91 224. 2.70 1.11 224. 3.19 2.14 224. 2.4U 1.74
414 I 113. 1.19 1.91 113. 3.01 1.70 113. 1.46 2.08 113. 3.11 1.71
415 2 III. 7.61 1.91 2.39 1.71 Ill. 2.93 2.21 Ill. 2.6S 1.78
GI4,4 ill. 7.89 1.91 ill. 2.67 1.41 111. 3.11 7.06 Ill. 2.84 1.76
PC'S 111. 1.9% 1.60 113. 2.12 1.60 111. 1.21 2.23 113. 7.96 1.72

ICIAI SE% 1 111. 1.64 1.97 371. 3.14 1.81 313. 3.70 1.97 313. 3.67 1.86
1CTAI 171 7 /21. 1.44 1.90 121. 1.47 1.16 121. 3.66 2.13 113. 3.72 1.81)

ICIII C1A14 141. 1.44 1.99 349. 3.17 1.91 349. 3.56 2.00 349. 3.46 1.83
t,tat ecys 141. 1.64 1.91 347. 3.79 1.77 347. 3.80 2.10 347. 3.93 1.86

'CART trrrti% GRADE GRAD[ set CALADC MUZE SEX

1.119 H171146 nOr Rm. NI /TING 6191 11177166 309 C.141 817/1NG 31111
$16 562 514 549

cArt.p 1141111G 4 4(114 1.11. 4 RtA4 5.0. N RcAr. 5.0. N Nt49 S.D.

701Aft 4. rctAt 719. 3.14 1.91 IS). 3.24 1.97 1.64 1.91 159. 3.45 2.01
SEC 114. 9.17 1.90 154. 3.00 1.111 114. 7.66 1.62 154. 1.01 1.95
$14 Ins. 1.16 1.17 10S. 3.41 2.11 105. 2.67 1.91 1J5. S.50 2.08
Clgt% 114. 7.11 1.41 134. 1.91 1.90 134. 2.68 1.82 134. 7.97 1.89

174. 1.4, 1.90 12s. 1.17 2.04 111. 2.61 1.91 115. 3.53 2.15

(*AO A. fICIAL 711. 1.47 1.^ 211. 1.11 7.16 213. 2.98 1.18 713. 4.03 2.19
1.8% I 106. 1.72 1.91 106. 1.45 7.20 106. 3.11 1.84 lob. 4.413 2.11
SFS ! IC1. 1.61 1.98 107. 1.4S 1.11 107. 1.65 1.72 147. 3.98 2.27

194. 9.55 7.09 104. 3.19 7.18 104. 7.94 1.19 134. 4.36 2.28
414T4 109. 1.79 I../ 101. 1.11 2.14 109. 7.62 1.77 139. 4.00 2.09

1,114E. 9. 11.111 774. 4.17 1..4 !!4. 4.2? 1.99 244. 4.00 2.11 214. 4.47 1.95
'.0*. I 811. 1.91 1.11 III. 3.91 1.97 III. 1.16 7.01 113. 4.34 1.85
"., 5 / 111. 4.44 1.41 III. 4.46 7.16 Ill. 4.112 7.72 Ill. 4.60 2.01
C11114 111. 4.64 1.94 III. 4.70 7.0.? III. 3.49 1.45 Ill. 4.74 2.07
ffi:95 III. 1.16 1.44 III. 3.74 1.96 111. 4.11 2.49 113. 4.16 1.88

f(191 514 1 111. 1.41 1.44 171. 1.10 1.94 1.25 1.89 313. 1.81 1.97
ft 711 114 I 12). 1.14 1.f1 171. 3.94 1.13 111. 3.10 1.9S W. 4.37 2.13

1.1AI GIrt4 449. 1.69 1.11 341. 1.74 7.01 349. 3.11 1.85 149. 3.74 7.07
II 181 Or 141. 1.10 1.91 147. 1.61 2.0% 167. 1.(9 1.44 141. 1.4J 2.04

t(.ftit 1,491 1111 t 14 C84111 GRADE GRADE
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?ME 1 P80116614 THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

ANCVA PROBLEM 11. VICTIM RATING.
ITEM POW WRONG IS IFF

GRCUP REPCRIED

FATHER

N

SCOLDING SON
512

MEAN S.D.

FATHER

N

SCOLDING DAUGHTER
534

MEAN S.D.

MOTHER SCOLDING 501.1
546

N MEAN S.D.

MOTHER

N

SCOLDING DAUGHTER
526

MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4, TOTAL 259. 4.34 1.78 259. 4.12 1.76 259. 4.12 1.82 259. 4.25 1.79
SES 1 154. 4.42 1.86 154. 4.08 1.80 154. 4.03 1.76 154. 4.29 1.74
SES 2 105. 4.26 1.69 105. 4.15 1.71 105. 4.21 1.87 105. 4.20 1.84
GIRLS 134. 3.90 1.80 134. 3.66 1.71 134. 3.85 1.80 134. 3.71 1.77
RCVS 125. 4.7R 1.75 125. 4.57 1.61 125. 4.39 1083 125. 4.78 1.81

GRACE 6. ICIAL 213. 4.03 1.78 213. 3.73 1.76 213. 3.75 1.95 213. 1.29 1.88
SFS I 106. 3.16 1.74 106. 3.51 1.71 106. 3.59 1.86 176. 3.54 1.68
SES 2 107. 4.31 1.62 107. 3.96 1.86 107. 3.90 2.03 107. 4.04 2.07
GIRLS 104. 3.49 1.85 104. 3.26 1.68 104. 3.41 1.90 104. 3.47 1.93
9OYS 109. 4.48 1.71 109. 4.20 1.89 109. 4.09 2.00 109. 4.11 1.82

GRACE I. TCTAL 224. 2.78 1.81 224. 2.40 1.76 224. 2.88 2.11 224. 2.46 1.74
565 I 113. 3.04 1.75 Ili. 2.65 1.77 113. 3.34 2.06 113. 2.97 1.85
S. 2 111. 2.51 1.90 111. 2.15 1.75 111. 2.42 2.15 1.98 1.63
GIRLS III. 2.70 1.91 111. 2.19 1.80 111. 2.55 1.99 111. 2.30 1.79
ACM 113. 2.85 1.68 113. 2.61 1.72 113. 3.20 2.22 113. 2.66 1.69

ICIAL SFS 1 173. 3.74 1.78 371. 3.42 1.76 373. 3.65 1.90 323. 3.60 1.76
ICIAL SES 7 121. 3.69 1.80 323. 3.42 1.77 323. 3.51 2.02 323. 3.41 1.85

TCTAL GIRLS 349. 3.40 1.08 349. 3.04 1.73 349. 3.27 1.89 349. 3.16 1.83
ICTAL EIGYS 347. 4.04 1.71 347. 3.80 1.81 347. 3.90 2.02 347. 3.85 1.78

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE Sex GRADE SEX GRADE sex GRADE SEX

GRCUP AFPCRIFC

801,

4

SCOLDING
512

meAN

ROY

S.D.

HOY SCOLDING GIRL
524

N MeAN S.D.

GIRL

N

SCOLDING 60V
5)6

ALAN S.D.

GIRL

N

SCOLDING
566

MEAN

GIRL

S.D.

GRACE 4, ICIAL 259. 3.03 1.79 754. 3.71 1.74 259. 3.41 2.05 3.45 2.02

StS I 154. 1.0? 1.73 154. 3.I6 1.71 154. 3.23 2.02 154. 3.26 1.96

St; 7 105. 3.13 1.65 105. 1.27 1.76 105. 3.59 7.09 105. 3.64 2.08

GIRLS 114. 2.78 1.77 134. 2.43 1.43 134. 3.58 2.02 134. 2.87 1.95

ROY 125. 5.58 1.81 125. 4.00 2.05 125. 3.25 2.09 125. 4.04 2.08

CAACE 5. ICIAL ?I). 1.12 1.80 2I3. 3.47 1.95 213. 3.90 7.12 213. 3.72 2.11

StS I 106. 3.47 1.61 106. 5.14 1.83 106. 4.09 2.09 106. 3.81 2.08

S7.4 2 107. 3.77 1.80 107. 3.80 2.07 117. 3.72 2.15 137. 3.63 2.14

GIRLS 134. 3.44 1.60 104. 5.29 1.96 104. 3.92 2.02 104. 3.80 2.10
HORS 1C9. 1.20 1.72 109. 3.65 1.93 109. 3.88 7.22 109. 3.64 2.11

GRACE R. I01AL 224. 3.44 1.21 224. 3.12 1.72 224. 4.07 7.14 224. 3.45 1.74

StS 1 113. 1.17 1.65 113. 2.93 1.62 113. 4.10 1.97 113. 3.36 1.83

SAS 2 Ill. 1.47 1.71 111. 1.30 I.8s 811. 4.04 2.31 3.55 1.66

GIRLS Ill. 1.70 1.77 111. 3.60 2.03 111. 3.69 2.02 111. 3.63 1.88

801,S 113. 1.19 1.70 113. 2.63 1.42 113. 4.45 2.26 113. 3.28 1.61

ICTAL SES I 171. 3.26 1.13 373. 3.08 1.77 M. 3.81 2.01 313. 3.48 1.95

l'IAL SeS 2 123. 3.31 1.1'1 321. 3.46 1.69 123. 3.78 7.18 323. 3.61 1.96

ICIAL GIRLS 144. 3.11 1.79 449. 3.11 1.81 349. 3.73 2.02 349. 3.43 1.98

verso. Pry: 141. 1.26 1.74 447. 1.42 1.80 347. 3.06 2.19 347. 3.65 1.93

,1(:4IF HAAT EFFecTs SES GRADE
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TABLES PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIAIIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

ANCVA PROBLEM 13. VICTIM RATING.
iTEY EOM 111ICNG IS TEE IVICTIMI.

HOY SCOLDING FATHER
542

GRCLP REPEATED N MEAN S.D.

BOY SCOLDING MOTHER GIRL SCOLDING FATHER GIRL SCOLDING M3THEA
518 550 560

N MEAN S.D. N MLAN S.U. N MEAN S.D.

GRACE 4. TOTAL 259. 3.05 2.78 259. 2.66 2.16 299. 3.28 2.31 259: 3.28 2.25SES 1 154. 2.80 2.78 154. 2.28 2.04 154. 3.14 2.31 154. 2.89 2.32
SFS 2 105. 3.29 2.28 105. 3.03 2.27 105. 3.41 2.26 105. 3.67 2.21GIRLS 134. 2.47 1.12 134. 2.59 2:09 134. 3.20 2.26 134. 2.92 2.19PCYS 175. 3.5? :644 125. 2.73 2.22 1/5. 3.35 2.36 115. 3.65 2.34

GRACE he TOTAL 211. 4.44 2.41 213. 4.05 2.57 193. 4,66 7.39 213. 4.36 2.38
SES 1
SES 2

106.
107.

4.46
4.4?

7.50
7.11

106.
107.

4.12
4.98

2.56
2.49

106.
107.

4.87
4.45

7.46
2.43 :1:7:

4.53
2.37

GIRLS 104. 4.12 2.40 104. 4.51 7.61 104. 4.95 2.36 104. 4.8a 2.35RCVS 109. 4.16 2.42 109. 3.59 2.43 109. 4.37 2.42 109. 3.91 2.42

GRACE 8. TCTAL 774. 501 1.90 224. 5.58 1.87 214. 5.75 1.66 224. 5.50 1.76SFS 1 111. 5.37 2.20 111. 5.08 2.26 113. 5.45 1.81 113. 5.42 1.76SES 2 111. 6.11 1.59 111. 6.08 1649 111. 6.05 1.51 1.76GIRLS 111. 5017 1.75 111. 5.69 1.90 111. 6.00 1.49 111. 5.75 1.58RCVS Ill. 5.55 2.04 III. 5.47 1.85 113. 5.49 1.83 113. 5.25 1.94

ICTAL SES 1 373. 4.19 7.33 373. 3.83 2.28 373. 4.48 2.18 373. 4.28 2.16ICTAL SFS 2 323. 4.61 2.06 323. 4.36 2.09 323. 4.64 2.07 313. 4.46 2.11

TOTAL GIRLS 349. 4.39 7.09 349. 4.27 2.20 349. 4.72 2.04 349. 4.49 2.04ICIAL RCVS 141. 4.41 7.30 347. 3.93 7.17 347. 4.46 2.11 347. 4.27 2.23
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CRUDE SES GRADE SES GRADE GRADE

CAMP PEPCRIEr

TEACHER SCOLDING ROY
516

N MEAN S.C.

TEACHER

N

SCOLDING GIRL
52R

MEAN S.O.

BCY SCOLDING
558

N MEAN

TEACHER

S.O.

GIRL SCOLDING
544

N MEAN

IEACIAR

S.O.

GRACE 4. ICIAL 259. 4.10 1.77 159. 3.98 1.81 759. 3.45 2.35 259. 3,28 2.33
SES 1 154. 4.13 1.78 154. 4.00 1.81 154. 3.11 2.17 154. 2.99 2.33
SFS 7 105. 4.01 1.76 105. 3.95 1.81 105. 3.79 2.34 105. 3.58 2.33
GIRLS 114. 3.67 1.7'1 134. 3.40 1.66 134. 3.05 2.30 134. 3.06 2.29
ncrs 125. 4.50 1.75 115. 4.56 1.96 175. 3.195 2.41 125. 3.49 2.37

GRACE 6. TOTAL 119. 3.83 1.94 211. 3.84 1.84 713. 4.51 1.29 113. 4.63 2.35
SFS I 106. 1.5R 1.90 106. 3.59 1.80 106. 405 4.24 106. 4.93 2.13
SFS 7 IC/. 4.09 1.98 107. 4.09 1.87 107. 4.26 2630 107. 4.12 2.37
GIRLS 104. 3.44 1.96 104. 9.16 1.81 104. 4.91 7.10 104. 4013 2.25
HPYS 109. 4.27 1.91 109. 4.43 1.86 109. 4.10 2.41 109. 4641 2.45

GRACE Pg TOTAL 124. 3.00 1.90 214. 1.51 1.67 224. 5.44 1.77 274. 5.49 1012
SES I 111. 1.30 1.114 Ill. 2.86 1.62 113. 5.11 1.941 113. 5.19 1010
SES 1 III. [669 1.97 111. 2.1' 1.62 111. 5.77 1.67 111. 5.60 1.84
GIRLS 111. 7019 1.93 111. 2.4i 1.70 Ill. 5.58 IOU 111. 5.66 1.70
PCYS 111. 1.10 1.R7 113. 2.61 1.54 113. 5.30 1014 111. 5.13 1.94

ICIAL SFS I *71. 3.61 1.114 311. 3.48 1.74 373. 4.37 208 373. 4.43 7.15
TOTAL SFS 2 173. 3.6I 1.90 111. 1.40 1.77 313. 460 1.10 311. 4.50 2.16

ILTAL GIRLS 449. 3.12 1.89 449. 3.06 1,71 145. 4.51 1.06 344. 4.51 2.08
17141. '035 141. 1.71 1011 341. 3.83 1.74 347. 4.41 1.22 341. 4.41 7.15

,1(91E1CANT CEF:CIS GRADE SEX GRADE SEE GRADE GRADE
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TABLET PROBLEM THIRTEEN

SUMMAkV MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIAIIIRIS FOR PAR INDICES.

ANOVA PROBLEM 11. VICTIM RATING.
ITEM HIM ViRCNG IS 714 (VICTIM/.

GRCUP REPCRTED

POLICEMAN

N

SCOLDING nnv
570

MEAN S.D.

POLICEMAN

N

SCOLDING GIRL
538

MEAN S.D.

eov SCOLDING POLICEMAN
564

N MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCULDING
552

N MEAN

POLICEMAN

S.D.

GRACE 4. TCTAL 254. 4.25 1.72 259. 1.94 1.75 259. $.51 2.79 259. 3.32 2.28
SES I 154. 4.26 1.80 154. 3.86 1.81 154. 3.27 2.35 154. 2.92 2.22
SES 2 105. 4.24 1.64 105. 4.01 1.69 105. 3.75 2.23 105. 3.73 2.33
GIRLS 114. 1.96 1.64 134. 3.69 1.73 134. 3.24 2.24 134. 3.13 2.18
8016 175. 4.54 1.7') 125. 4.19 1.76 125. 3.78 2.34 125. 3.52 2.37

GRACE 6, TCTAL 213. 3.66 1.75 211. 3.64 1.70 213. 4.37 2.29 213. 4.50 2.26
SFS I IC6. 3.55 1.68 106. 3.54 1.59 106. 4.58 2.28 106. 4.89 2.22
SES 2 107. 3.76 1.n2 107. 3.74 1.82 107. 4.16 2.24 107. 4.11 2.30
GIRLS 104. 3.28 1.76 104. 3.15 1.49 104. 4.66 2.27 104. 4.88 2.17
ACTS 131. 4.03 1.75 109. 4.13 1.91 109. 4.0R 2.31 109. 4.12 2.35

GRACE R. TCTAL 224. 2.64 1.81 224. 2.57 1.81 224. 5.07 1.75 224. 5.32 1.82
SFS I 113. 3.05 1.99 113. 2.88 1.87 113. 4.90 1.79 113. 5.73 1.87
SES 2 111. 2.21 1.79 111. 2.27 1.75 ill. 5.14 1.70 111. 5.41 1.81
GIRLS 111. 2.41 1.95 111. 2.60 1.87 111. 5.29 1.63 111. 5.67 1.63
RCVS 111. 2.87 1.13 113. 2.55 1.74 113. 4.75 1.86 113. 4.98 2.01

TCTAL SFS I 371. 3.67 1.82 373. 3.43 1.75 373. 4.25 2.14 373. 4.35 2.09
TCTAL SES 7 121. 1.41 1.75 323. 1.34 1.75 323. 4.35 2.112 323, 4.42 2.15

TCTAL GIRLS 149. 1.21 1.78 349. 3.14 1.70 349. 4.41 2.05 349. 4.56 1.99
TCTAL BUYS 341. 3.81 1.19 141. 1.62 1.81 147. 4.21 2.1T 147. 4.21 2.24

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SEX GRADE GRADE GNWE
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Introduction

Human behavior of any kind can be studied in terms of genetic
of physical components and environmental or cultural components,
represented by situations and human relationships. Peoples' aggres-
sive behavior reflects these two major components and may be shaped
by cultural norms internalized through family interactions and
other interpersonal relationships.

The background factors evoked to explain the development of
Japanese children's perceptions of various kinds of family, school
and community authority figures, (Hess and Tapp 1969) are probably
also operative in determining children's judgements of norms re-
gulating the expression of aggression in personal relationships.
In reviewing these factors, it is proposed that the family struc-
ture and role differentiation among family members, are not inde-
pendent of the broader social structure, its functions and the
position of the family in it.

The contemporary picture of conditions in Japanese family
life in urban areas may be defined in terms of a mixture of tradi-
tional role relationships and rapid advancement in technology,
economics and education. Unlike the underdeveloped countries of
Asia, Japan, only 20 years after its defeat in World War Two, has
the third highest gross national product in the world: (the

United States and West Germany, ranking one and tom). The Japan-
ese are also proud of their high literacy rate and the fine qual-
ity of their compulsory education system, operating for more than
90,000,000 people living in the restricted land of four major
islands. Despite these major modernizing changes, traditional
ways of feeling, thinking, interpersonal attitudes and personal
life patterns have not been entirely swept away and remain little
changed, much as the language and unilateral social structure
remains unaffected by economic and educational modrnization.

Japan has been and still is, a nation restoring sovereign
monarchy, headed by the Emperor and governments loyal to the
Emperor in spite of two great reformations in her history. Al-

though the Japanese restoration of 1868 began with strong clans
of Samurais, followed by wars against China, Russia, the United
States and other countries, most Japanese people as individuals
are belir.wed to be, by people of other countries, polite and
quiet in their expression of aggression. (Bendict, R., 1946;
Lambert, W. E. and Klincherg, 0., 1967). The outburst in 1960,
in reaction to the allegedly unconstitutional policies the
Kishi government employed, the rebelliousness of the Univer-
sity students when ideologically and emotionally aroused, and
the people's vocal opposition to government actions at the
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national level are believed to be periodic exceptions to this general
trait.

It has been assumed that Japanese unaggressiveness is related
to their family solidarity and child rearing practices. Even chil-

dren raised in poor low status homes are taught that patience,
trust and social ties with other community members bill give them
the chance to overcome their difficulties. It is notable that the
traditional unilateral structure of the Japanese family and Janan-
ese society has persited even in the post-war period of rapid
social change. The important roles and values accompanying age,
sec and status are still emphasized in Japanese socialization.
(Berrien, F. K., 1965). Aggression of children to elders, women
to men, and those below "Shitano Rita"' to those above them
"Ueno Hito"1 within chains of obligation and ties in vertical
role relationships involved in family, business or student-teacher
associations had been strongly reproached.

It is only recently that the older generation and high
status people have begun to accept the expression of aggression
by persons who are younger or of lower status. This acceptance
is conceptualized in the term "Zoohan,"2 borrowed from the ideo-
logy of the Communist Chinese Cultural Revolution. Younger and
lower status people now speak freely and sometimes aggressively
to older and high status people. This phenomenon is probably
related to the post-ar education in democratic concepts, re-
sulting in changes in the interpretation of family role relation-
ships among younger Japanese. Studies done by Japanese psycholo-
gists and sociologists indicate that attitudes of Japanese chil-
dren and youth became far less authoritarian and more individua-
listic after 1950. They now deny the term "Ken-i" meaning
authority and/or power belonging to those above, in any sense
and wish everyone to be treated as equal. They believe that
the opinions of even young children should be considered in
determining family decisions. Although the degree to which the
expression of such opinions by children is tolerated by parents,
varies from family to family, it is now a commonly accepted prin-
ciple that every family member should have some voice in deter-
mining daily activities such as the assignment of household
chores, selection of which TV station to watch, planning of
family excursions, etc.

1
"Shita" means lower or below. "Ue" means upper or above.

"Hito" means a person or people. "No" means of. Therefore,
"Shitano Hito" means person or people of lower and "Ueno Hito"
means person or people of higher status.

2
"Zoohan" means a revolt or opposition based on legitimate

arguments.
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It is not unusual to sea younger children, particularly boys,
frustrated by treatment they did not enpect from their parents,
turn against their mothers or their siblings in outbursts of aggres-
sion, sometimes even hitting them. Changes in attitudes towards
authority are also evident in the classroom. Teachers have become
less concerned with "discipline including physical punishment,
reprimands and even scolding, and place more emphasis upon friendly
persuasion and positive suggestions.

Children, on their part, tend to react to this new treatment
with somewhat less respect. Older children may even become irritated,
apparently feeling the need for more discipline. On the other hand,
most high school students have the burden of preparing for college
entrance examinations, and are generally compliant to the various
rules and codes of the school. A feu students, at the senior high
school level, join in ideological student movements, demanding that
school authorities change their policies, and sometimes temporarily
barricading the school buildings, In general, however, when aggres-
sive behavior occurs among Japanese children and adolescents, it
tends to be verbal rather than physical.
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Effect of Status

The results of the Japanese children confirmed the hypotheses
for the ranking of aggressive ratings. Adults attacking children
was judged the most justifiable aggression. This type of aggres-
sion uas rated as much less wrong than either aggression by chil-
dren to other children or to adults. Furthermore, as predicted,
children attacking adults were judged to be the most wrong of the
three status indices, with children attacking children holding the
middle rank. (See Table P12).

Since Japanese children seem to rata the wrongness of the
aggressor mainly in terms of the aggressor's status relationship
to the victim, it might reasonably be presumed that children
:would also rate the wrongness of victims in terms of the pre-
dicted status relationship. The results indicate that this hypo-
thesis is generally confirmed with some exceptions. As predicted,
children as victims of adult aggression were rated most wrong,
children being attacked by other children as intermediate in wrong-
ness, and adults being attacked by children as least wrong. How-

ever, there were minor variations to this trend by se: and grade.
These variations will be discussed in the following paragaphs.
(See Table P16).

A. Age Differences

Changes with age were observed in all three status indices,
for both aggressors and victims ratings. However, these changes
across ages were not the same for judgements of aggressors and
victims. On the aggressors ratings, adults attacking children
Jere judged to be the least wrong of the three indices, but the
degree of wrongness of these judgements increased as the subjects
grew older, so that a significant age difference appears between
the judgements of eighth grade children and the children of lower
grades. The inde:: child-attacks-adult was generally rated as
very wrong, but rated as increasingly less wrong as the children
grew older. Again, this effect is particularly apparent for the
eighth grade children. The index child-attaks-child was rated
as intermediate in wrongness, but the sixth grade subjects judged
aggressors in this situation more severly than did the children
of the other two grades. (See Table P12).

For the victims ratings, both adults and children being
attacked by children were rated increasingly more wrong as the
subjects grew older, whereas children being attacked by adults
were judged to be less wrong by the eighth grade children, al-
though still more wrong than the other victims. (See Table P16).
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The major age changes for both aggressor and victim ratings
occur between the si.:th and eighth grade. Judgements of wrongness
of the fourth and sixth grade children arc approximately equal.

B. SW: Differences

The sex of the children did not significantly affect the
aggressors ratings, for any of the three status indices. (See

Table P12; Figure P12 Se::). Houever, for the victims ratings
there were two significant sex differences; boys are more severe
than girls in their judgement of the wrongness of victims of
adult-to-child and child-to-child aggression. Boys are also more
severe in their condemnation of victims in child-to-adult aggres-
sion but this difference is not significant. (Sec Table P16;
Figure P16 Sex).

C. SES Differences

Across all grades the higher SES children judged aggressors
in each of the three status indices to be less wrong than did louer
SES children, but the only significant SES differences appears for
the aggressor ratings of the child-to-child index. There are no
significant interactions between SES and either age or sex. (See

Tables P12, P16; Figures P12, P16 SES).

D. Summary

The findings indicate that age is the most important sampling
factor influencing children's judgements of the status indices,
since most of the significant effects involve age rather than sex
or SES.

E. Interview Data

In response to questions concerning the generality or rules
and laws as they apply to adults and children, most Japanese chil-
dren (33 out of 44) maintained that not all rules are the same
for adults and children. (See Table IVB). This judgement was
shared almost equally by children of both saxes, and by more than
two-thirds of the children of both social classes: Louer SES-84%
and higher SES-68%. Only nine subjects said that rules are the
same for adults and children. These findings suggest that chil-
dren's judgements about aggression across status are discrimina-
tive of status differences.

The children's views of the importance of norms governing
individual behavior were clarified through assessment of their
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judgements of the inevitability of detection of 9ersons violatinG
rules. Resuonses to the question, "Does someone vho breaks a rule
or law always get caught?" disclosed that the majority of children
believe that rule breakers Get caught "always" (487) or "most of
the time" (307). Only five subjects believed that rule violators
do not always Get caught: four subjects said "sometimes yes and
sometimes no" and one subject said "not always." (See Table VIIA).

In resuonse to the question "Do some children get away with
breaking rules :ind/or low;?" 15 out of 44 children (347) maintained
that no children can esca!,e detection and/or .)unishment for their
transgressions. The majority of the Jaoanese children said that
children may escale detection or nunishment 1. because of innocence
or lack of resoonsibility (16 Ss or 36%), 2. because of facilitat-
ing circumstances such as lack of control by ,arents or other
adults (9 Ss or 204), 3. due to chance factors (3 Ss or 7%), or
4. through deviousness (1 3s or 27). (Sec Table VIII;).

The frequency of these res-)unses varied ith sex, age and
SES of the subjects. Boys held the ouinion that no children
esca9e detection more frequently than girls, (487 for boys vs.
22% for girls). The frequency of this resoonse was relatively
unaffected by age or SES. (See Table VIID).

The answer that children may escaoc detection because cf
innocence or lack of res:ionsibili,.y vas more frequent among sixth
grade children (607) than among four!!: grade (24%) or eighth grade
(35%) children. This answer was also more frequent among middle
class children (48%) than among lower class children (21%), and
somewhat more frequent among girls (397..) than among boy.; (337).
(Sec Table VIIB).

The most striking; finding is that the largest iro-lortion
of the Jaoanese subjects contended that innocent or irres)ensible
children get away with breaking rules. Evidently those children
who believed that children can esclue detection believed that
such chi:dren have no conscious intent to their rule breaking,
but act only through innocence or accident.

In reslonse to the question, "Do soma adults get away with
breaking rules?" 12 out of 44 children (27%) maintained that no
adults escaoe detection or )unishment for their transgressions.
However, the majority of the children (36 out of 44) thought
that adults may also get avay with breaking rules I. because of
facilitating circumstances such as lack of control or strictness
on the part of rule enforcing a:;c111:: (13 Ss or 307), 2. because
of innocence (9 Ss or 204), 3. through high q1.11w; of the trans-
gressor (5 Ss or 11%), and 4. due to chance (4 S; or 9%). (See
Table VIIC). The frequency of these answers were affected by
sampling variables.
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The ansuer that adults may get away with breaking rules, held
by the majority of Javanese children, was affected by all three
samoling variables. This resoonse vas riven more frequently by
girls (917) than by boys (717,) and by higher SES children (847,)
more frequently than by lower SES children (797). The res.)onse

vas also more frequent among eighth grade childrea (947) than
among sixth grade (WO or fourth grade (827.) children.

7he ooinion that no adult esca.les detection vas not affected
by SES. However, thin resoonne vas given more, frequently by boys
(387) than by girls (177) and more frequently by sixth grade chil-
dren (407>) than by fourth (2'/) or eighth <187) grade children.

The opinion that adults get away with breaking rules because
of circumstances vas not affected by age. However, this resoonse
was given more frequently by boys (331.) than by girls (267) and
by hillher SES children (361.) than by lower SES children (217,).

The renoonse that innocence is the orimary reasons for adults
escaping detection was not affected by sex. This ansuer w:!s given
more frequently by sixth grade children (30%) than by fourth or
eighth grade children 18% for both grades) and more frequently by
higher SE,.; children (24%) than by lower SES children (161). As
was the case with the reasons (liven for children escaping detec-
tion, those Japanese children vho believed that adults may some-
times break rules and away with it, focused on innocence as
the rimary rea:;on for escaping detection.

Among Jaoanese adults there arc e:tlressions hich are rele-
vant to this finding. then a oernon is detected by someone in
violation of a rule or law he may say "Sono, tsui Dekigokoro kara,"
meaning, 'Yell, it just haooened by accident, or because of situa-
tional circumstances," i.e., not because of ourooseful motives.
This i5 used as as common ecuse by adults as well as children.
Either good or bad conduct may be said to have occ:rred uninten-
tionally, by accident, fortune or misfortune, that .s because of
forces beyond ones control. The finding that Jaoanene children
do not think that those who avoid detection are willful or res-
ponsible for their actions in consistent with this general belief.

The interview also investigated the inevitability of detec-
tion via the comparative question, "Do children get away with
breaking rules more often than adults?". The most frequent res-
ponse to this question vAs that children most often gel away with
breaking rules more than adulzs (26 out of 44 Ss or 5g%). Chil-
dren believed that their transgressions are more permissible than
r. hose of adults, because such behavior is e:coected during the
socialisation orocesn, which allows children more freedom and less
restriction by rule;; than is oermitted to adults. However, 23%
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of the Japanese children thought that adults have the advantage and
therefore escae detection more often than children, suggesting
that they believe that adults arc more resionsible for their be-
havior than are children. This answer becomes increasingly less
frequent as children grow older. (Sec Table VIIE).

Effect of Status and Role

In order to determine the degree to which the effect of
status varies with different adult roles, the data were combined
into indices including all nictures depicting oarents, teachers,
or policemen scolding children or being scolded by them as well
as the oictures of children scolding other children. The rchik

order of aggressors for these role indices from most to least
wrong was 1) children, 2) Parents, 3) teachers, and 4) olicemen.
(See Table PLO). The differences between the means involving the
three adult authorities were, however, smaller than the differ-
ences between the means of wrongness of children and adults. This
suggests that to children, adult status in general, is more im-
portant than soecific adult institutional roles, so that they dis-
criminate slight differences among adult authority figures relative
to the differences betleen adult authorities and children.

The d; lerences among adult authority figures seemed to vary
along the dimension of closeness of the adult to the child's daily
living and the legal legitimacy of the adult's authority. This
interpretation is supported by the fact that the rank order of the
wrongness of the children's scotjing adults holding different
authority roles is reciorocal to the rank order of the wrongness
of these authority figures when scolding children. These findings
can be further clarified by the YIAPR questionnaire results and
interview information.

For the victims ratings, the rani: order of wrongness of chil-
dren being scolded by adults was 1) )0licemen, 2) teachers, 3)
parents, 4) children. (See Table P14). It is notable that this
rank order is again -eciprocal to the rank order in the aggressor
ratings across all grades and for both sexes, Japanese children
judge all adult authority figures as having the right to control
and sanction children's behavior, but the soccific role of the
authority figure seems to be fairly substantially differentiated
by them. In contrast with the above rank orders, the interview
data of the children shows that they rated the policemen as the
authority figure who it is worst to be scolded by.

The rank order of wrongness of adults being scolded by chil-
dren is also interesting. This order of victims is 1) teacher,
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2) oarents, 3) policemen. (See Table P14). This rank order pro-
bably reflects the degree of possible opportunity for children to
scold these adults as well as the unnaralleled justice of the
authority roles in the children's nercention.

The experimenters observed emotional reactions among the
children in the classroom as the pictures were being presented.
A murmur of uneasiness was noted at the presentation of pictures
in which adults were being scolded by children. This was usually
followed by laughter and whispering to each other as if the situa-
tion was regarded as unrealistic by younger children, but oerhaps
regarded as likely to happen to older children.

A. Age Differences

Age seemed to play a rather important role in influencing
the judgements of wrongness of various aggressors and victims for
the seven status-role indices. For the aggressors ratings, as the
children got older their perceotion of the wrongness of adult
authority aggressors increased while their judgements of wrongness
of children scolding adults and other children decreased. An ex-
cention to this was the index of children scolding narents, on
which the eighth grade children rated child aggressors far less
wrong than either the fourth or sixth grade children. (See Table
P10).

Compared with the results of the other countries, the Japan-
ese children rated children scolding adults as far less wrong in
all grades. As stated before, Japanese children seemed to view
the situations in which adult authority figures were scolded by
children as either unrealistic or strange, as compared with their
daily exneriences, or as likely to happen only if children had
good reasons for scolding adults. In site of their percention
of the legitimacy of adult authority roles as such, the children
seemed to realize that adults do make mistakes and may fail to do
right by the children. Children may feel that if adults have
taken advantage of them they should at least plead their cause.
This kind of consciousness of rightness of the legitimacy of
complaints has been developed among Japanese children in the
present educational system. It is, therefore, no wonder that
these results obtained, particularly with the eighth grade chil-
dren who had more experience and training in the nrinciples of
a democratic society where peolle's efficacy should be regarded
as an imnortant factor for orogress.

For the victims ratings also, adults being scolded by chil-
dren are judged to be more wrong as the children grow older.
(See Table P14). The changes are almost linear. On the other
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hand, children being scolded by adults are judged increasingly more
leniently as the children grow older, except that the sixth grade
children judged the victims of teacher scolding to be more wrong
than fourth or eighth grade children. Age effects for the victims
ratings are very strong in the Japanese data because significant
age differences appear among all the status-role iAices of adult
to child verbal aggression. The only victim rating which does not
show a significant age difference is the index of child-to-child
aggression.

B. Sex Differences

The analysis of aggressor ratings showed no significant sex
differences for the status-role indices. (See Table P10). However,
girls tended to be somewhat more severe than boys in their ratings
of childrens aggression to teachers and policemen.

Boys were significantly more critical than girls in rating
the wrongness of child victims being scolded by oarents, teachers,
policemen, or other children, but are not more severe in judge-
ments of the wrongness of adults being scolded by children. (See
Table P14). This finding may indicate either that girls tend to
be more lenient and forgiving of the victims of adult scolding,
or that boys aspire to adult authority roles and model such roles
by their strict judgements.

While these sex differences were not significantly influenced
by age, the leniency of the girls judgements increased with age,
while the wrongness judgements of boys peak at the sixth grade for
all three authority roles. This suggests that boys aspirations
for adult authority roles reaches the highest degree of arousal
around the sixth grade and then decreases.

C. SES Differences

Lower class children are significantly more severe than
their higher class Peers in judging the wrongness of children
scolding other children, parents or teachers, and the wrongness
of parents scolding children. (See Table P10).

There are no significant SES differences for the victim rat-
ings, but lower class children tend to be more lenient in judge-
ments of wrongness of children, parents and teachers as victims.
(See Table P14).

Significant SES grade interactions appear in the aggressor
ratings for the indices of children scolding oarents and teachers.
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In the fourth grade, middle class children are more severe in
their judgements for both indices than are lower class children,
whereas, in the eighth grade, the lower class children are more
severe. In the sixth grade, lower class children were more cri-
tical in judging child -to- parent aggression but less critical in
judging child-toteacher aggression than were middle class chil-
dren.

D. Interview Data

In response to the question "What rules are different for
adults and children?" more than half of the interviewed Japanese
children (61%) answered that rules of the community and the govern-
ment apply differently to adults and children. In their answers
about one-fourth of the children (23%) cited the rules of the
school, while none of them mentioned family rules. (See Table
IVC). However, in response to the question "What rules are the
same for adults and children?" 37 out of 44 of the Japanese sub-
jects (84%) stated that rules of the community and government
were the same irrespective of age. (See Table IVB). In answer-
ing this question about one-third (39%) of the children cited the
rules of the school as being the same for adults and children,
while only three children mentioned family rules. (See Tables
IVD and IVE).

These findings indicate that the children's judgements con-
cerning the consistency or inconsistency of rule application,
referred more often to rules of the community or government than
to those of the family. It should be noted that the Javanese
children emphasize the sameness of rules of the community, govern-
ment and school as they apply to adults and children, much more
than the children in any other country of the sample.

The emphasis upon consistency of communit), and government
rules varied with age, sex and SES. Almost all of the primary
school children (fourth and sixth graders) emlhasized government
rules more than the children in junion high (eighth grade).
Government and community rules were mentioned by all boys, but
only 70% of the girls, and by almost all of the higher SES chil-
dren as opposed to 74% of the lower SES children.

Responses to the interview question "Who can make you obey
rules and laws?" and "Who cannot make you obey rules and laws?"
further clarify children's views about conditions permitting per-
sons to enforce rules and require obedience. (See Tables VIA and
B). The responses show that age-status is an imnortant differ-
entiating factor. More than 60% of the interviewed sample thought
that parents and teachers share the cower to enforce rules on
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children; (of the 44 subjects interviewed 27 mentioned the father,
30 the mother, and 35 the teacher, while only 9 Ss mentioned the
policemm and 3 cited other government officials.

It is striking that the teacher is ranked as the most power-
ful figure, even higher than the parents by Japanese children of
both sexes and social classes. This ranking is particularly ap-
narent for girls and for the fourth and eighth graders. This
suggests that, the Japanese children of the sample used in this
study, regard the school teacher as the most effective in gaining
children's compliance, and as a nerson who weilds powerful in-
fluence through close, nurturant and somewhat affectionate ties.
This interpretation varies somewhat from some of the points made
in the introduction to this chapter.

The rank order given to parents by the subjects does not
necessarily mean that they are ineffective in making children
obey. Parents are particularly affective rule enforcers for
girls, sixth grade children and lower class children respec-
tively, (See Table VIA). Policemen appear to be less able
than parents or teachers to make children obey, since only 20%
of the children rank them first. This point will be discussed
later.

Responses to the questions concerning people who cannot
enforce rules on children show that children's judgements are
not entirely influenced by resoect for adult status. Nearly
one-third of the children said that adults with bad intentions
or bad character could not make them obey. This somewhat
ethical view of authority was more frequent among sixth grade
children (40%) than among fourth grade (29%) or eighth grade
(24%) children, and more frequent among girls (35%) than among
boys (247). This view was also supported more often by lower
class children (32%) than by middle class children (28%).

In connection with these. questions more than cy,:,e-fifth of

the children said that strangers, or people not related to them
by blood or institutional ties, could not make them obey. This

view is held more frequently by middle class children (32%) than
by lower class children (21%) and by boys (29%) more frequently
than by girls (26%). There is also an age difference in the
frequency with which this opinion is cited, (eighth grade 29%,
sixth grade 30% and fourth grade 24%).

Almost one-fifth of the Japanese subjects said that young
People could not make them obey. This opinion was held more
frequently by fourth grade children (29%) than by sixth grade
(10%) or eighth grade (12%) children; more frequently by boys
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(29%) as opposed to girls (9%), and more frequently by higher SES
children (24%) vs.lower SES children (10%).

Only six subjects, five of tLem middle class said that there
was no one who"couldnot make them obey."

Responses to the questions "Whom is it worst for you to be
punished by?" and "Whom is it worst for you to punish?" (See
Tables IXA and IXC) also demonstrate children's differential
perception of authority figures,

Mothers and fathers were cited most frequently in answer
to the first question, "Whom is it worst for you to be punished
by?". Mother was cited as the first choice by 59% of the total
sample. Mother was ranked first more frequently by girls (61%)
than by boys (57%), and by lower SES children (63%) more fre-
quently than by higher SES children (56%). The frequency with
which mothers ranked first decreased with age; (fourth grade
76%, sixth grade 50% and eighth grade 47%).

The father was usually ranked second as the person whom
it is worst to be punished by. The frequency of this choice
increased with age; (fourth grade 29%, sixth grade 40% and
eighth grade 71%). Fathers were chosen more frequently by
girls (56%) than by boys (38%) but no difference was found
between the two SES groups.

Teachers received far fewer choices than parents in res-
ponse to these questions (9%), while the policeman received
no first choices at all.

As might be expected, these results are reversed if one
looks at the last choice answers to the same questions. The
majority of the children (80%) rank Policeman last. Policemen
are ranked as last choice more frequently by boys (.86%) than
by girls (74%) and by higher SES children (88%) that: by lowqr
class children (68%). This ranking decreased slightly as chil-
dren grew older (fourth grade 82%, sixth grade 80% and eighth
grade 76%).

The reasons given for first choices were based mostly upon
expectations of help from Parents, rather than fear of severe
punishment or fear of the power of the authority figures. Al-
though the number of respondents giving this reason was not
many (only 7) this answer was more salient than any other.

In responding to the question, "Whom is it worst for you
to punish?" 34% of the children mentioned policemen as their
first choice, followed by mother (16%), father (14%) and teacher
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(14%). This ranking was unaffected by sex or SES but did vary by
age. The fourth grade children followed the general ranking listed
above; the sixth grade children did not mention father or teacher,
while the eighth grade children chose teacher most often (24%)
followed by mother and father (both 18%) and policeman (12%).

The Japanese children seemed to be very reluctant to give
reasons for their first choice of the person whom it is worst to
punish. Only 18% of the subjects responded to this question and
the only answer given was that the nerson whom it is worst to
punish is the person whom you should respect.

The mother was listed as last choice for the person whom it
is worst to ounish by 46% of the children, followed by father
(27%), policeman (14%) and teacher (9%). This rank order of last
choices was unaffected by sex, but the lower SES children cited
the policeman as last choice mon.. often than the father, while
the frequency of mother as last choice decreased with age; father
was ranked last by sixth grade children, and policeman was ranked
last by eighth grade children more frequently than by children of
the younger grades. (See Table IXB).

These findings support the interpretation of Tanp in her
cross-national analysis of the interview data that Japanese chil-
dren value personal and affiliative qualities as more important
in gaining comnliance than the children of other countries, and
are less affected by expectations of severe 'punishment by govern-
ment or other institutions, being only influenced by a sense of
respect.

In conclusion, Jaoanese children's judgements about inter-
personal aggression were primarily determined by the relative
age-status of aggressors and victims, and to a lesser--but still
appreciable degree-by the role of the authority figures. Dif-

ferentiation of the justice of scolding by role seemed to be
influenced chiefly by the child7ens personal closeness and affec-
tive attachment to each of the authority figures.

Effect of Action

The effect of the mode of aggression was assessed by four
sets of pictures depicting Parents hitting children, parents
scolding children, children hitting children, and children scold-
ing children. This allowed a comparison of the judgements of
the wrongness of physical vs,verbal aggression for these figures.
The hypothesis that hitting would be judged more wrong than
scolding was confirmed for the Japanese sample. Hitting was
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judged to be more wrong than scolding for both parent-to-child and
child-to-chile aggression. (See Table P10).

The hypothesis that the victims of physical aggression would
be judged to be more wrong than the victims of verbal aggression
was not confirmed. Victims of physical aggression were, in fact,
judged to be less wrong than the victims of verbal aggression or
scolding for both the parent-to-child and the child-to-child in-
dices. (See Table P14). Although these effects were consistent
for both sexes and across all grades, the degree of wrongness of
the subjects' judgements varied by sex and age, as will be des-
cribed in later sections. Japanese children apparently acknow-
leged the right of parents to verbally discipline children, by
right of seniority, but they seem not to acknowledge this right
when the parents resort to Physical punishment. Mien Parents
use physical aggression they are judged to be more wrong and
their victims are judged to be less wrong than when they rely on
scolding.

It is interesting to note that Japanese children's iudge-
ments of the wrongness of he use of Physical aggression by
parents were more severe than those of children in many of the
other countries in the sample. One of the important principles
of democratic education in Japan is the point of view among the
Japanese people that neither parents or teachers should use
physical violence in order to punish children.

A. Age Differences

Age differences in children's judgements of the action
indices are significant in two out of four of the aggressors
ratings and two out of four of the victims ratings. (See Tables
P10 and P14).

For the aggressors ratings sixth grade children rated child-
to-child physical aggression as the most wrong of the four in-
dices and more wrong than either fourth or eighth grade children.
Children's judgements of the wrongness of child-to-child verbal
aggression decreased significantly with age. By contrast, judge-
ments of parental aggression either hitting or scolding became
increasingly more severe as children grew older but differences
among three age groups were not significant.

On the victim indices eighth grade children judged child
victims of physical aggression by other children to be more wrong
than either fourth or sixth grade children. This relationship
is reversed in the cases of ratings of children being scolded
by parents. That is, the fourth grade children rated child



victims to be more wrong than did either sixth and eighth grade
children. Both of these age differences are significant. There
are, however, no significant curvilinear relationshins for the
indices of children being hit by narents or being scolded by
other children.

B. Sex Differences

There we :e no significant sex differences in the children's
judgements of the wrongness of actions of aggressors. There was
a trend indicating that girls ratings of aggressors were somewhat
more severe than those of boys, except for their ratings of par-
ents scolding children. (See Table P10).

Boys, on the other hand, appeared to be more critical of
victims than are girls for all of the action indices. These
sex differences are significant for the indices of children
being scolded either by parents or by other children. This
fact may reflect the boys' condemnation of children who are
caught in their wrongdoing, either by Parents or by peers and
therefore scolded. (See Table P14).

C. SES Differences

Only two significant SES differences were found in the ag-
gressors of the action indices. Lower class children are more
severe in their judgements of both narents or children scolding
children. (See Table P10).

There is a significant SES x age interaction for the aggres-
sors ratings, for the parents-hit-children index. Lower class
children in the fourth and eighth grades judged parental aggres-
sors more severely, than the higher class children, whereas, in
the sixth grade the higher class children have the more severe
judgements.

There are no significant SES differences for the victims
ratings of the action indices. (See Table P14). However,
there is a trend for the higher SES children to rate the vic-
tims of Physical aggression of both Parents or other children
as more wrong than the lower SES subjects. A similar, although
less strong trend, is seen in the victims ratings of children
being scolded by other children.

D. Summary

The hypothesis that physical aggression would be judged
to be more wrong than verbal aggression was confirmed for the
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Japanese sample, for both parent-to-child and child-to-child aggres-
sion. However, the hypothesis that victims of physical aggression
would be judged to be more wrong than the victims of verbal aggres-
sion, was not confirmed, because when parents resort to Physical
aggression to discipline children, they are judged to be more wrong
than their victims.

Among the three indices, age differences appeared to be the
most significant for both aggressors and victims ratings; sex dif-
ferences affect only the victim ratings while SES differences are
salient only for the aggressor ratings. A significant SES x age
interaction appears for the parents-hit-children index.

Effects of Sex and Role

The analysis of aggressors and victims ratings for individual
pictures further clarifies the findings on the effects of age-status
and status-role mode of action and sex on children's judgements
about interpersonal aggression. (See Tables P9 and P13).

A. Age Differences

Significant grade differences aooear on twelve of the aggres-
sors ratings of children scolding various adult authority figures
and peers. All indices of child-scolds-parents except bo-scolds-
father reveal significant curvilinear changes. Sixth grade chil-
dren (either girls or boys) appear to be more severe than other
age groups in the ratings of children's verbal aggression toward
either father or mother. The children's verbal aggression toeard
peers, particularly boy-scolding-boy and girl-scolding-girl de-
crease as they grow older. (See Table P9).

Effect of Sex

To analyze the effect of children's sex upon their judge-
ments of the wrongness of both aggressors and victims the ratings
for individual pictures were combined to form the following in-
dices. Males-attack-males (MAM), males-attack-females (MAF),
females-attack-males (FAM), and females-attack-females (FAF).
In these combinations, status role and action were ignored.

The Japanese data confirms the hypothesis that aggressors
in female-to-female aggression will be judged to be worse than
aggressors in male-to-male aggression, but does not confirm
fully the hypothesis that aggressors in male-to-female aggression
will be worse than aggressors in male-to-male aggression. The
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latter hypothesis is supported by the Japanese girls, but not by
the Japanese boys. The rank oLt.;, 7 of wrongness of aggressors for

the total Japanese sample is: 1. female-to-male; 2. female-to-
female; 3. male-to-male; and 4. mile-to-female. (See Table P11;
Figure P11 Sex).

The rank order of the victims ratings is not exactly the opposite
of the aggressor ratings. These ratings, therefore, do not fully
confirm the hypothesis that victims of male-to-female aggression
will be worse than victims of male-to-male aggression, but do con-
firm the hypothesis that victims of female-to-female aggression
will be worse than victims of female-to-male aggression. The rank
order of the victims ratings for the entire sample is: 1. male-
to-male; 2. male-to-female; 3. female-to-female; and 4. female-to-
male. (See Table P15; Figure P15 Sex).

A. Age Differences

The sex indices for aggressors ratings showed significant
variation for all grades except for the male-to-male index. How-
ever, the only significant age difference for the victims ratings
appears in the female-to-male index. (See Tables P11 and P15).

In the aggressors ratings fourth grade boys and girls judged
aggressors to be less wrong than the sixth grade boys and girls,
irrespective of the identity of the aggressor. However, the judge-
ments of wrongness of aggressors decreased for both sexes at the
eighth grade, Eighth grade children judged aggressors to be less
wrong than either fourth or sixth grade children, with the excep-
tion that 8th grade children judged male-to-female aggressors to
be more wrong than the 4th grade children. These data indicate
that the sixth grade children were generally the most critical of
aggressors. These differences are significant for the aggressor
ratings of three sex indices, but not significant for male-to-
male aggression ratings.

The victims ratings show that fourth and sixth grade chil-
dren judged victims of male-to-female aggression to be the most
wrong, but the eighth grade children judged the victims of male-
to-male aggression to be the worst. Male victims being attacked
by females were rated as the least wrong by all three grades of
children, and among the three grades the degree of judged wrong-
ness increased significantly as children grew older. There were
no significant differences in the other sex indices but there
seems to be a trend for the sixth grade children to be most
severe in their judgements.

The results may be interpreted by assuming that as children
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grow older they develop sympathy for the situations in which females
are compelled to attack males, and feel increasing sympathy for the
female aggressor rather than for her male victim.

B. Sex Differences

Sex appears to be the most powerful and inter sting sampling
variable affecting the aggressors ratings for the four sex indices.
(See Table P11 and Figure P11 Sex). Both boys and girls ranked
female-to-male aggression as first in wrongness and female-to-
female aggression as second. However, the sexes diverged on their
rankings of male aggressors. Girls rated male-to-female aggres-
sion third and male-to-male aggression fourth, whereas boys re-
versed this order, rating male-to-male aggression third and male-
to-female aggression as least wrong. The differences between
the sexes on these ratings of male aggression are statistically
significant.

These data indicate somewhat different attitudes between
the two sexes concerning their judgement of male aggressors.
Girls are evidently accustomed to male aggression which is
nothing unusual in their daily lives and least wrong. Boys
may feel that male-to-female aggression is not unusual if the
male has a good reason to attack the female. Perhaps Japanese
boys feel that males could find something wrong with females
more often than females with the males.

The above interpretation is supported by the ranking of
the victims wrongness in boys judgement. (See Table P15 and
Figure P15 Sex). Boys rated female victims being attacked by
males as the most wrong whereas girls rated the same victims
as least wrong. Furthermore, girls ranked the male victims
being attacked by males as most wrong, showing, therefore,
no sympathy toward victims of male aggression. Boys appear
to be more significantly severe in most of their judgements of
the wrongness of victims than are girls, but there is no signi-
ficant difference between the two sexes for male victims being
attacked by females,

C. SES Differences

There are no significant differences between the two SES
samples on any of the ratings of either aggressors or victims
for these sex indices. (See Tables P11 and P15). However,
there seems to be a trend for lower SES children to be more
critical in their judgements of aggressors and less critical
in their judgements of victims than higher SES children. For

instance, lower class children rate male-to-male aggressors
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as more wrong than do middle class children, but rate female-to-
female victims as less wrong than do middle class children. This

phenomenon is not consistent, however, because it is confounded
with an age variable. The sixth grade children's judgements of
male-to-male aggression is opposite to the direction of the
general social class difference and the judgements of female
victims attacked by females show no social class difference in
the sixth grade.

The judgements about both aggressors and victims in cross
sex aggression show a somewhat restricted range compared to that
of the status indices. The data suggest that the children's
judgements of sex differences in aggression were not particularly
varied, neither too severe nor too lenient.

D. Interview Data

In answering the questions about the generality and consis-
tency of rules and laws as they apply to males and females, more
than 36 (80%) of the 44 Japanese children interviewed said that
all rules are the same for boys and girls; 6 children (14%) said
that some rules are the same and some are different, and only
two children said that it depends upon the situation. (See Table
IVA) .

Across all grades judgements of the quality and consistency
of rules for boys and girls were about equally frequent for higher
SES children (80%) and lower SES children (84%); but somewhat more
frequent for boys (90%) than girls (74%). The number of children
stating that rules are consistent for both sexes decreased for
eighth grade children (71%), while the answer that some rules are
the same but some are not, became more frequent (29%) in the
eighth grade.

The questions concerning the probability that boys vs. girls
might escape detection or punishment for rule violation revealed
that nearly one-half (21 Ss) of the interviewed children believed
that girls and boys have equal chances of escaping detection.
More than one-third of the sample (16 Ss) thought that girls get
away with breaking ruleo more often than boys, whereas only 4
children thought that boys get away with breaking rules more often
than girls. (See Table VIID).

The opinion that males and females have equal chances to
get away with breaking rules shows a curvilinear grade change:
70% of the sixth grade children hold this view as compared with
41% of the fourth and eighth grade children. Higher class chil-
dren and girls appear to hold this opinion more frequently than
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lower class children or boys.

The opinion that girls get away with breaking rules more
often than boys is held by boys (43%) more frequently than by
girls (30%), and by lower SES subjects (42%) more frequently
than by higher SES subjects (32%). Finally, the opinion that
boys have a greater chance than girls of escaping detection
and/or punishment is more frequent among eighth grade children
(18%) than among sixth grade children (10%), and among lower
SES children (16%) than among higher SES children (4%).

These findings indicate that more Japanese children be-
lieve that males and females are equal in both rule enfcrcment
and in escaping detection. This opinion is also common in other
countries and, as compared with the fourth and eighth grade chil-
dren, the sixth grade children appear to hold this opinion most
frequently. This may mean that the democratic ideal of equality
between the sexes affects the Japanese children particularly
strongly during the last year of their primary education.

Effect of Sex, Role and Action

Examination of the responses to the individual pictures
reveals some differences in judgements of individual characters
which are masked in the more condensed indices.

A. Age Differences

For the aggressors ratings there were significant age effects
for more than half of all of the pictures related to action. For
all four pictures depicting parents hitting children the ranking
of the wrongness of the aggressors as well as the mean score of
the wrongness varied along the age dimension. The eighth grade
children rated father hitting daughter as most wrong and mother
hitting son as second, whereas the fourth and sixth grade chil-
dren judged mother hitting son as most wrong and father hitting
son as second. (See Table P9). As childrPn crew oldel: their
judgements of parental physical violence became more severe.
However, sixth grade children were most severe in condemnation
of both mothers' and fathers' use of physical aggression.

Significant age trends were also noticable in ratings of
the wrongness of policemen scolding boys and girls. As children
got older they judged the policemen to be increa,lingly more
wrong. The same tendency was seen in the ratings of teacher
scolding boy but not in the ratings of teacher scolding girl.
The wrongness of children scolding policeman was rated less
and less as they got older.
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Victims ratings also show significant age effects for more
than half of the indices. (See Table P13). For all of the adult
figures, father, mother, teachers, and policemen being scolded
by either boys or girls. All adult victims were rated increas-
ingly more wrong as the children grew older. Also, almost all
of the ratings of child victims of various adult verbal aggres-
sion were affected by the subject's age. The fourth grade children
rated son being scolded by father more wrong, and daughter being
scolded either by father or mother more wrong than did the sixth
and eighth grade children. The sixth grade .children ratod daughter
being scolded by father more severely than did older or younger
children, respectively. The fourth grade children also judged
either boy or girl being scolded by policemen more wrong than
did the si;(th and eighth grade children. The only exception
was the picture of a girl being scolded by a teacher. For this
picture the age difference is not significant.

There are no significant age differences for the victims
ratings of peer-to-peer aggression, as long as the aggression
is verbal. However, subjects judged neer-to-peer physical
aggression as more wrong as they grow older. Again, the trend
mentioned in the analysis of effect of action, is repeated in
terms of more specific sex-role relationships.

These findings suggest that age is an important influence
upon Japanese children's judgement of conditions affecting adult
control of children's behavior, and nunishment of their miscon-
duct.

B. Sex Differences

The analysis of the status and action indices showed that
the aggressors ratings were not significantly effected by the
subject's sex. The individual picture analysis reveals signi-
ficant sex differences in the aggressors ratings of the pictures,
boy-scolds-father, boy-scolds-teacher, boy-scolds-policeman.
Boys were lcss ceverP in their judgements of the boy aggressors
than were girls for all of these nictures. These findings pro-
bably indicate that boys identify with Persons of their own sex
and age in confrontation with adult authority.

Significant sex differences also appear in the aggressors
ratings for the pictures boy-scolds-boy, boy-scolds-girl, and
girl-scolds-boy. Each sex of subject rated the opposite sexed
aggressor as more wrong, obviously sympathizing with their own
sex. There was no significant difference, however, on the
index of girl-scolds-girl.

Significant sex differences were revealed for half of the
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eight hitting indices on the victims ratings. The indices in ques-
tion were daughter-being-hit-by-father, girl-being-hit-by-boy,
girl-being-hit-by-girl, and boy-being-hit-by-girl. For the first
three indices boys rated the victims more severely than girls.
On the fourth index, boy-being-hit-by-girl, girls rated the vic-
r'm more severely than boys.

Nine significant sex differences appear for the victim
ratings of the scolding indices. The pictures showing signifi-
cant sex differences are 1) daughter-being-scolded-by-father,
2) daughter-bein-scolded-by-mother, 3) girl-being-scolded-by-
boy, 4) girl-being-scolded-by-girl, 5) boy-being-scolded-by-
girl, 6) girl-being-scolded-by-teacher, 7) girl-being-scolded-
by-policeman, 8) father-being-scolded-by-son, 9) Policeman-
being-scolded-by-boy. For each of these indices except boy-
being-scolded-by-girl, the male subjects judged the victims
to be more wrong than the female subjects.

These findings indicate that Japanese children identify
with their own sex in judging the wrongness of children's be-
havior with respect to both physical and verbal aggression.

C. SES Differences

The status role indices show social class to be a signifi-
cant variable affecting the aggressors ratings for the indices
of parents-scolding-children and children-scolding-children.
The picture analysis indicates that only two pictures show
significant sex affects for aggressors ratings. Both of these
are hitting pictures, i.e., mother-hits-son, mother-hits-
daughter. For both of these pictures middle class children
judged the mother to be more wrong than lower class children.

All eight peer-tc-peer pictures (including boy hitting
either boy or girl, girl scolding either girl or boy, etc.)
showed no significant SES differences for indices within and
cross sex aggression, either physical or verbal.

The picture of father-scolding-con and father-scolding-
daughter revealed that lower class children judged the father
to be significantly more wrong than did the higher class chil-
dren.

Three other pictures also showed significant SES differ-
ences on the aggressors ratings, The lower class children
judged the girl-scolding-father, girl-scolding-teacher and
teacher-scolding-girl more severely than their middle class
peers.



JA-24

The status-role indices showed significant SES time Age
interaction. For the aggressors ratings of 1) parents-hit-
children, 2) children-scold-parents, 3) children-scold-teacher.
The analysis of the individual nictures revealed that the lower
class children in the fourth and eighth grades judged father-
hits-son to be significantly more wrong than did the higher
class children, whereas in the sixth grade a contrary effect
appeared. Lower class children rated mother-hits-son more
leniently than did their higher class peers for all grades.

Another significant SES times Age interaction was observed
for the picture boy-hits-boy. The lower class children in the
fourth and eighth grades judged the aggressor to be more wrong
than their middle class peers, whereas the contrary affect
appears for the sixth grade children.

No significant interaction annears for the pictures of
either fathers or mothers scolding children. Significant inter-
action occurs for the boy-scolds-father picture. In the fourth
grade the lower class children judged the boy to be less wrong
than did their higher class peers, but in the sixth and eighth
grades the lower class children rated the boy aggressor to be
more wrong than did the middle class children. A significant
interaction also appears for the picture girl-scolds-girl.
Lower class children in the fourth grade judge the girl's aggres-
sion to be less wrong than do the middle class children, but in
the sixth and eighth grades the lower class subjects appear more
severe in their judgements of wrongness.

Social class did not affect the victims ratings, of any of
the status-role indices. However, the individual pictures showed
significant social class differences for two of the victims of
girl's aggression; mother and policeman. For these two indices
middle class children judged the victims to be more wrong than
lower class children.

Summary

The Japanese data confirms the hypotheses for the ranking
of both the aggressors and victims ratings of the status indices
with minor variations for the victims ratings. Age changes were
observed for aggressors and victims ratings of all three status
indices. While these age changes are not necessarily in the
same direction for both the aggressors and victims ratings,
major changes for both kinds of ratings occur between the sixth
and eighth grades. Sex differences affect only the victims
ratings of the status indices; boys tend to be more severe in
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their judgements of victims than do girls. Across all grades
higher SES children judge aggressors to be more wrong than do
lower SES children, however, the SES difference is significant
only for the aggressors ratings of the child-attacks-child
index. In all, age is clearly the most important sampling
variable affecting judgements of the status indices.

The differences between the mean ratings of the three
adult roles are small, suggesting that adult status in general
is more important than specific adult roles in determining the
judgements of Japanese children. The differences among adult
authority figures seem to vary along the dimension of closeness
of the adult to the child's daily living. The rank order of the
wrongness of children scolding adults holding different authority
roles is reciprocal to the rank order of the wrongness of these
authority figures when scolding children. Age plays an important
role in influencing the judgements of wrongness of various adult
authorities for both aggressor and victims ratings. In general,
as the children grew older, their judgements of the wrongness
of adult authorities scolding children increased while their
judgements of the wrongness of children scolding adults de-
creased. Compared with the children of other countries, Japan-
ese children rated children scolding adults far less wrong in
all grades. For the victims ratings adults being scolded by
children are judged to be increasingly wrong as children grow
older, while children being scolded by adults are judged to be
increasingly less wrong as the children grew older. The age
differences, then, show a convergence with increasing age in
judgements of the roles of adults versus children.

Analysis of the aggressors ratings showed no significant
sex differences for the status role indices. Boys were signifi-
cantly more critical than girls in rating the wrongness of child
victims being scolded by parents, teachers, policemen, or other
children, but were not more severe than girls in their judgement
of the wrongness of adults being scolded by children. Lower
class children are significantly more severe than their higher
class peers in judging the wrongness of children scolding other
children, parents, or teachers and the wrongness of parents
scolding children. There are no significant SES differences
for the victims ratings.

The hypothesis that hitting would be more wrong than scold-
ing was confirmed. The hypothesis that victims of physical
aggression would be judged to be more wrong than the victims
of verbal aggression was not confirmed. Victims of physical
aggression were, in fact, judged to be less wrong than the vic-
tims of verbal aggression for both the parent to child and child
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to child indices. These results, consistent with those of other
countries, are particularly striking for the Japanese data.

In children's judgements of the action indices are signifi-
cant for two out of four of the aggressor ratings and two out of
the victims ratings. The significant differences for the aggres-
sor ratings occur for the two child-to-child indices. The signi-
ficant differences for the victims ratings occur for the child-
hits-child and the parent-scolds-child indices. There were no
significant sex differences in children's judgements of the
wrongness of the actions of aggressors for the action indices.
On the victims ratings boys judge children being scolded either
by parent or other children more severely than do girls. The
only two significant social class differences were found in
the aggressor ratings of the action indices. Lower class chil-
dren are more severe in their judgements of both parents or
children scolding children.

In ratings of the sex indices, Javanese children show the
identification with figures of their sex, observed in the data
of other countries; this effect of same-sex identification is
particularly evident in the victims ratings. Differences be-
tween the sexes are significant only for their ratings of in-
dices where males are the aggressors, indicating greater
agreements between boys and girls in their judgements of ag-
gression by females than in their judgements of aggression by
males. Again, this trend is consistent with the results ob-
served in other countries.

Slight curvilinear age changes occur for some of the sex
indices, but the only significant age difference occurs for
the victims ratings of the female-attacks-male index. No

significant SES differences appear for any ratings of the
sex indices. Clearly, whereas age is the most important
sampling variable affecting judgements of status, sex is the
most important sampling variable affecting judgements of sex
differences in wrongness of aggressive interactions.
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JAM

TAUB I PROBLOR TEN

SUIIMARY MEANS 1140 SIEMUARL UkVIAT1ONS FUR PAR INDILLS.

SURNAME %LI 1444FS.
1110 0408 111404G IS

GRUMP ALPURILO

A409!. PAJ81.O4 10. VARIABLES
IHE 1440NESS07I.

PARENTS HIT LHILUREN
521.524.514.551

N MEAN 5o0.

AGIOSSOR RATIN6.

CHILURLY 1411 GHILUIt N PARLNTS SCUIU CHILUILM
5110515.547.541 511.5250531.545

N MOAN S.O. N MFAN S.O.

04115404 SOLD L41101 9
523.531.505.565

9 MEAN S.O.

URAUE 4. TOTAL 212. 3.29 1.20 212. 4./7 1.14 212. 1.66 0.77 212. 3.1'.. 1.44
St% I M. 3.11 1.42 101. 4.83 1.27 133. 1.19 0.132 103. 3.47 1.3/

SLS 2 104. 1.27 1.13 109. 4./0 1.02 M. 1.51 0.11 109. 3.14 1.28

&ARIA 100. 3.37 1.30 108. 4.97 1.03 100. 1.65 0.7? 108. 1.23 104
BAYS 144. 3.21 1.26 104. 4.56 1.25 104. 1.07 0.92 104. 2.98 1.3.

401110E b. IUTAL 214. 4.19 1.41 214. 5.23 1.01 214. 1./5 0.83 214. 2.91 1.10
SI% I IIU. 3.72 1.14 110. 4.88 1.04 110. 1.70 0.15 110. 3.14 1.19

StS 2 104. 4.06 1.49 104. 5.18 0.94 104. 1.72 0.31 104. 2.63 1.17

ums 110. 4.11 I,35 110. 4.48 1.U6 IOU. 1.15 0018 110. 1.60 1.31

1137S 104. 4.08 1.47 104. 5.00 0.96 104. 1.16 0.77 104. 2.70 1.04

URRVE de IUTAL 1051. 4.24 1.35 205. 4.47 1.05 [45. 1.87 0.95 207. ,I.56 1.06

St% I 99. 4,29 1.15 99. 4.67 1.01 WI. 2.614 1.04 99. 2.79 1.04

SLS 2 M. 4.19 lolb 106. 4.27 1.09 106. 1.07 0.05 166. 2.32 1.38

(IALS 48. 4.19 1.31 98. 4.46 1.00 96. 1.74 0.76 9. 2.41 1.0.
!WES 147. 4,29 1.40 107. 4.47 1.10 II:7. 1.96 1.15 137. 2.53 1.02

fOIAL 5E1 I 312. 3.77 1.17 312. 4.79 1.11 312. 1.88 0.00 312. 1.31 1.2)

TUTAL SiS 2 119. 4.04 1.33 119. 4./2 1.03 319. 1.64 (1.92 319. 2.70 1.10

10IAL 41OLS 316. 1.96 1.32 116. 4.00 1.03 316. 1.73 0.79 116. 2.96 1.22

TOTAL ears 115. 3.86 1.18 315. 4.70 1.11 315. 1.80 6.91 315. 2.75 1.10

=minus? 1711X71;

CHILDREN SCULO PARENTS
51165416544.556

GRAD:,

TEACHERS SCOLD CHILDREN
515.527

SiL

CHILDREN SCOLD 1EA7.RE85
543,557

MA,.. .f.,..1.

POLICERE4 SCI3LO CHILWILN
519,537

GRUMP RLPUNIEU N MEAN 5.11. N MOAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N MEAN 5o0o

6NAUE 4. IUTAL 212. 4.27 1.58 212. 1.44 0.74 212. 4.64 1.76 212. 1.3. 0.61

SOS I 103. 4.21 1.71 103. 1.50 0.75 103. 4.45 1.06 103. 1.42 J.71

StS 104. 4.34 1.45 109. 1.37 0.73 149. 4.03 1.66 109. 1.19 U.44

..IRLS 108. 4.43 I.5b IUD. 1.45 0.68 100. 4.84 1.67 108. 1.27 0.54

1101'S 104. 4.12 1.60 104. 1.42 0.80 104. 4.44 1.65 104. 1.32 0.62

611AUL 6. IUTAL 214. 4.41 1.53 214. 1.65 0u90 214. 4.54 1.08 214. 1.42 0.64

%ES 1 110. 4.64 1.50 110. 1.75 0.88 110. 4.73 1.74 110. 1.43 0.64

SC% 2 104. 4.18 1.56 104. 1.56 0.93 104. 4.36 1.83 104. 1.41 0.75

u1RLS 110. 4.54 1.41 110. 1.18 0.98 110. 4.69 1.66 I10. 1.45 0.74

RUTS 104. 4.28 1.65 104. 1.63 0.82 104. 4.40 1.91 104. 1.39 U.63

GIME 8. TUTAL 205. 1.58 1.18 205. 1.70 0.97 205. 3.59 1.57 205. 1.50 0.94

SPS 1 99. 3.99 1.44 99. 1.05 1.01 99. 4.72 1.07 49. 1.73 0.9)

StS 2 106. 3.06 1028 106. 1.56 0.42 106. 3.16 1.46 106. 1.46 0.95

UIRLS 98. 3.49 1.35 98. 1.65 0.84 98. 3.66 1.49 48. 1.57 0.87

bLIVS 107. 3.68 1.42 107. 1.76 1.09 107. 3.52 1.64 107. 1.58 1.04

TOIAL StS 312. 4.26 1.56 312. 1.70 0.88 312. 4.40 1.76 312. 1.51 0.77

TOTAL %ES 2 314. 3.9U 3.43 319. 1.50 0.06 319. 4.12 1.65 319. 1.35 0.73

TOTAL 01ALS 316. 4.15 1.44 316. 1.59 0.84 116. 4.4C 1.61 316. 1.43 0.74

TOIAL BUYS 315. 4.02 1.56 315. 1.60 0.90 315. 4.12 1.80 315. 1.43 0.76

01017171CART cum; zits
DRAM. BLS mu

GROUP RENAUD

CHILDREN

9

SCOLD POLICEMEN
551.563

MEAN S.D.
MEAN S.O.

GRADE 4, IUTAL 212. 4.80 1.73 GRADE 81 TOTAL 205. 3.64 1.54
SES I 103. 4.68 1.77 SLS 1 99. 1.96 1.64
SLS 2 109. 4.92 1.68 SLS 2 106. 3.31 1.43
(IRIS 108. 5.67 1.61 4101S 98. 3.60 1.41

BOYS 104. 4.52 1.84 RUTS 107. 1.67 1.6/

GRIME 6. TOTAL 214. 4.53 1.85 TOTAL 5E5 I 312. 4.46 1.73
SFS I 110. 4.74 1.77 TOTAL SOS 2 319. 4.10 1.68

SLS 2 104. 4.32 1.93
GIRLS 110. 4.64 1.72 TOTAL GIRLS 316. 4.44 1.50
BUYS 104. 4.42 1.99 70183. MRS 115. 4.20 1.113

001I0170AUT 37 W1'S GRADS



JAPAN

70E4E1 141084ER FOURTEEN

S111.646511 MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY SE1 SLURS. MYR PR48108 14. VARIABLES
11201 NUN WRUNG IS oae mcismo.

PAREATS HII CHILDREN
522030044,564

GIMP RLPORII.0 N MEAN S.D.

1 -4. RICIIN

CHILDREN HIT CHILDREN
314.536.546.562

N MEAN S.O.

14111160.

PARENTS SCOLD CHILDREN
512,526,5348.146

71 MEAN S.U.

CHILDREN SCOLO CHILI/R.4
524.5329556.563.

MEAN S.D.

WAGE 40 101AL 212. 4.12 1.17 212. 2.02 1.10 212. 4.36 0.97 212. 3.53 U.S.
SLS 1 101. 3.96 1.16 103. 2.51 1.14 103. 4.40 1.09 103. 3.49 1.09
$1.5 2
GIRLS

104.
tun.

4.28
3.93

1.18
1.11

109.
108.

2.93
2.49

1.07
0.98

109. 4.33
108. 4.29

0.86
0.811

109.
198.

3.57
3.14

0.81
0.81

BOYS 104. 4.31 1.23 104. 2.9S 1.23 104. 4.43 1.07 104. 3.77 1.01

6821182 60 TOTAL 214. 4.11 1.11 214. 3.15 len 214, 4.33 214. 3.68 1.05
SOS 1 114. 4.19 1.05 110. 3.21 1.10 110. 4.44 0.93 110. 3.17 1.06
SES 2 104. 4.02 1.17 104. 1.09 141 101 4.23 1.08 104. 3.59 1.0'4
0114LS III. 3.98 1.06 110. 3.15 1.05 110. 4.15 1.02 110. 3.51 1.04
004S 104. 4.24 1.16 104. 3.15 1.06 104. 4.51 0.99 104. 3.84 1.06

WAGE B, 101AL 205. 1,43 1.13 20S. 3.39 1.04 205. 3.90 0.91 205. 3.57 0.44
%CS 1 99. 1.68 4.9? 99. 3.25 1.00 99. 3.272 0.86 99. 3.42 1.8/
SLS 2 106. 4.18 1.29 106. 3.54 1.08 106. 3.48 0.96 106. 1.13 1.0:
4110L5 va. 3.91 1.99 98. 3.35 0.97 48. 3.70 0.75 98. 1.34 0.15
BUY% 107. 3.95 1.27 107. 3.44 1.11 107. 4.10 1.08 101. 3.75 1.13

TWA& LLS 1 312. 3.44 1.06 312. 2.99 1.08 312. 4.22 0.46 312. 3.56 1.01
IUTAL SES 2 119. 4.16 1.21 314. 3.18 1.06 319. 4.18 0.97 114. 3.63 0.45

101AL GIRLS 316. 3.94 1.06 316. 3.00 1.00 116. 4.11$ 0.88 316. 3.42 3.89
TU1RL 8075 315 4.17 1.22 315. 3.18 1.13 315. 4.35 1.05 315. 3.77 1.0/

SIGNIFICANT LIFINVII. MADE 0/11D0

GROUP REORIED

CHUOREN SCULU PARENTS
518.5420550060

N MEAN S.D.

TEACHERS SCULD CHILDREN
516.528

N MEAN S.D.

CHILDREN SCULD TEACHERS
544.558

N MEAN S.D.

OLIZEMEN SCOLD
52..538

N MEAN

;.1111.34F4

S.O.

GRADE 4. 11.1161 212. 2.79 1.25 212. 4.38 1.15 212. 2.79 1.54 212. 1.19
SES 1 103. 2.77 1.43 101. 4.44 1.21 103. 2.116 1.73 :;,9. 1.29
SLS 2 109. 2.80 1.06 109. 4.33 109 109. 2.12 1.14 4.82 1.10
W1RLS 108. 2.68 1.13 108. 4.36 1.12 008. 2.15 1.46 2:: 1.15
BUYS 104. 2.89 1.34 104. 4.41 1.19 104. 2.84 1.61 104. 4.87 1.24

(.FADE 6. ILIIAL 214. 3.17 1.12 214. 4.41 1.21 214. 3.77 1.42 214. 4.7? 1.18
SFS 110. 3.00 1.11 110. 4.44 1.15 110. 3.02 1.33 110. 4.84 1.07
$15 2 104. 3.34 1.13 104. 4.38 1.26 134. 3.52 1.50 104. 4.6; 1.28
uIRLS 11U. 3.05 1.06 110. 4.11 1.19 ILO. 3.24 1.31 110. 4.49 1.16
BOYS 104. 3.29 1.18 104. 4.65 1.22 104. 3.30 1.53 104. 4.95 1.14

/.RAVE 8. 1UTAL 205. 3.49 1.14 205. 4.D6 1.10 205. 3.11 1.45 205o 4.24 1.13
SES 1 99. 3.33 1.14 99. 3.96 1.13 99. 3.53 1.40 91. 4.22 1.08
SES 106. 3.65 1.13 !06. 4.16 1.06 106. 3.86 1.49 106. 4.27 1.18
6IRLS 98. 3.14 0.99 98. 3.84 0.94 98. 3.50 1.29 98. 4.01 1.01
BUYS 107. 3.64 1.20 ID?. 4.27 1.26 107. 3.41 1.60 W. 4.48 1.26

lUIAL SOS 312. 3.04 1.23 312. 4.28 1.17 312. 3.14 1.49 312. 4.61 1.15
101AL SOS 2 319. 3.26 1.11 319. 4.29 1.14 319. 3.18 1.45 319. 4056 1.19

101AL 61RLS 316. 3.02 1.07 316. 4.12 1.00 316. 3.17 1.35 316. 4.40 1.11
10141. BOYS 135. 1.27 1.2T 315. 4.44 1.22 315. 3.35 1.58 315. 4.17 1.23

SIGNIFICANT 1713078 GRADE 0k GRADE 3021 .GRADE
OR(.04

GROUP REPURILO

CHILDREN SCOLD PUL10EMEN
552.564

14 MEAN S.D.
4 MEAN 5.0.

GRAVE 4. TU1AL 212. 2,67 1.50 GRADE 0, IUTAL 205. 3.44 1.45

S*-S 1 103. 2.71 1.62 SES 1. 99. 1.19 1.32

SOS 2 109. 2.61 1.38 SE'S 2 106. 3.70 ,.1.58

WIRLS 108. 2.40 1.33 01011 98. 3.31 1.21

dUYS 104. 2.06 1.67 BUYS 107. 3.58 1.69

GRADE 6e NUL 214. 1.05 1.45 ¶030.1. SES 1 312. 2.91 1.47

SOS 110. 2.83 1.47 TOTAL SE'S 2 319. 3.20 1 1.46

StS 2 104. 3.27 1.43
6IRLS 110. 2.93 1.29 TOTAL GIRLS 316. 2.91 1.28

BOYS 304. 3.16 1.62 101AL BOYS 315. 3.20. 1.66

BIGNIPICIANTAluns Gans
...



7301111 PROBLEM ELEVEN

307841411 MEANS ANU 57240AR0 DEVIATIONS FON PAN INUILES.

SUMMARY SEA scoRes. ANOVA PRUBLCM 110 VARIABLES
HUN 1111U46 15 THE 11100RESSUR1.

MALE *TIMING MALI
5116519.5311531e
319,5410563

GROUP RE708IE0 N MEAN 5.0.

1 -4. ABBRESSUR RATING.

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE FEMALE ATIA0KI9G MALF
517.523029053315171561 513,545,549051,551.555

N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

FEMALE 11111111.7.118 Fift.L!

521.525.547.557.565

N REAM S.U.

GRACE 4. 141IAL 212. 3.17 0.06 212. 3.01 0.87 212. 3.87 1.11 212. 3.51 3.96SES 1 103. 3.21 0.90 103. 3.01 0.93 103. 3.86 1.19 103. 3.54 0.91SES 2 109. 3.13 0.81 109. 3.01 0.80 109. 3.89 1.02 109. 3.48 3.95
611AL5 100. 3.31 u.82 1085 3.25 0.85 108. 3.88 1.45 108. 3.56 0.918075 104. 3.03 4.89 104. 2.77 0.88 104. 3.87 1.16 144. 3.45 1.02

1.11A0E 64 fU7AL 214. 3.32 3.80 214. 3.27 0.86 214. 4.00 1.03 214. 3.14 3.9?SkS 1 110. 3.30 0.18 110. 3.29 0.87 110. 3.98 1.10 110. 3.77 0.92SLi 2 104. 3.34 0.82 104. 3.24 0.85 104. 4.01 0.96 104. 3.13 0.91GIRLS 113. 3.44 0.84 110. 3.40 0.91 110. 3.89 0.96 110. 3.78 0.958045 104. 1.24 3.76 104. 3.05 0.82 104. 4.11 1.10 104. 3.70 0e08

68*02 t. TOTAL 205. 3.00 D.86 205. 3.11 0.86 205. 3.51 1.13 205. 3.43 0.90SIS 1 99. 3.27 u.94 99. 3.34 0.07 99. 3.71 1.09 99. 3.58 0.845E5 2 106. 2.12 0.79 106. 2.89 0.85 106. 1.32 1.18 106. 3.22 1.0961NL5 98. 3.02 0.85 90. 1.25 0.84 98. 3.31 0.94 98. 3.29 0.88BOYS 107. 2.97 0.88 107. 2.98 0.87 107. 3.72 1.33 147. 3.52 1.08

19100. SES t 312. 3.26 U.OT 312. 3.21 0.89 312. 3.85 1.13 312. 3.63 3.9?107AL us 2 319. 3.06 4.01 319. 3.05 0.83 319. 3.74 1.05 319. 3.47 0.98

10IAL GIRLS 316. 3.25 u.84 316. 3.33 0.87 316. 3.69 0.98 316. 3.54 0.9110181. OOPS 315. 3.07 0.84 315. 2.93 0.86 315. 3.90 1.20 31La 3.56 3.99
slownamum moms GRADE 312

TABLET PROBLEM FIFTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND "STANDA*0 DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

°ROO GRADE

SUMMARY SEA SLORES. ANOVA PRJBLEM Mg VARIABLES
ITEM - HUM ORUNG IS TINE IVICIIM1.

MALE WAREING MALE
512020.532.536.
5400542064

;Ro Rtpoxicu N NCAN 5.0.

1 -4. VICTIM RAMC.

MALE AIIACM1N4 FEMALE FEMALE ATTACKING MALE
510.521,529.534.135.567 514046,550.552.554,556

N MEAN S.D. N MFA4 S.U.

FEMALE 1111480140 FEMALE
522e526.548.5600166

REAM 5.0.

&RAH 4. MIAL 212. 3.69 0.85 212. 3.72 0.94 212. 3.27 0.93 212. 3.54 0.92525 1 103. 3.62 4.91 103. 3.10 1.04 103. 1.18 1.01 103. 3.47 0.99SFS 2 109. 3.76 0.79 109. 3.75 005 109. 3436 0.85 109. 3.6) 0.8561415 108. 3.60 u.73 108. 3.39 0.80 100. 3.27 0.82 100. 3.32 0.808045 104. 3.71 0.97 104. 4.05 1.09 104. 3,27 1+44 104. 3.75 1.04
GRADE be IUTAL 214. 3.32 0.83 214. 3.85 0.97 214. 3.50 0.93 214. 3.78 0.95145 1 110. 3.86 0.79 110. 3.90 0.99 110. 3.49 0.97 110. 3.78 0.95so, 2 104. 3.7" 0.86 104. 3.79 0.96 104. 3.51 0.89 104. 3.78 0.95UPIALS 110. 3.14 0.79 110. 3.53 0.09 110. 3.59 0.82 110. 3.55 3.8510.175 104. 3.91 0.07 104. 4.16 1.05 104. 3641 1.04 104. 4.00 1.05
OWE 8. 101AL 205. 3.71 0,80 205. 3.67 0.92 205. 3.63 1.03 205. 3.75 0.89SES 1 99. 3.67 0.81 99. 3.48 0.89 99. 3.50 1.00 99. 3.56 0.79SLS 2 106. 3.87 0.94 106. 3.87 0.94 106. 3.77 1.06 106. 3.95 0.9961ALS 90. 3.66 oat 90. 3.43 0.75 90. 3.62 0.87 98. 3.61 0.748075 107. 3.89 1.04 107. 3.91 1.08 107. 3.65 1.18 107. 3.89 1.04

TOTAL. SAS 1 312. 3.72 4.84 312. 3.69 0.97 312. 1,39 0.99 312. 1.60 0.91TOTAL 5E5 2 319. 3.80 0.87 319. 3.80 0.92 M. 3+;6 0.93 319. 3.77 0.93
TOTAL 61RLS 316. 3.67 0.74 116. 3.45 0.82 316. 3.49 0.84 316. 3.47 0.79TOIAL 11045 iii. 3.46 4.96 313. 4.04 1.07 315. 3.45 1.09 313. MO 1.04

BOXIMIDAST MOWS BAC 8610 GRADE SEX
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IAPAN

TABLIii PROBLEM MINK

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS EOM 0101 I40I4.E5.

HEN HOW 8809*.

GROUP MILPORT10

ANOVA PROOLEN 9,
IS IHE 11164RESSD111.

FATHER HITTING SUN
539

N NEAN S.D.

AG0RtSSUR WING.

PATHFR H1f11 NG DAUGHIER 1801111N NIT71N4 SUN
529 553

N MAN 5.0. N *643 S.O.

MINER HIIIING ottmaiteg
521

4 MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4, TOTAL 212. 3.38 1.58 212. 3.24 1.55 212. 3.65 1.67 212. 2.99 1.52
515 L 103. 3.55 1.85 103. 3.28 1.II 103. 3.61 1.94 103. 2.88 1.62
StS 2 11V9. 3.20 1.31 109. 3.21 1.33 1J4. 3.68 1.41 109. 3.10 1.41
GIRLS 108. 3.41 1.65 1418. 3.38 1.57 108. 3.68 1.60 108. 3.11 1.50
505 104. 3.34 1.51 104. 3.11 1.53 164. 3.6: 1.75 104. 2.87 1.54

GRADE 60 II11111. 214. 4.29 1.61 214. 4.24 102 214. 4,42 1.68 214. 3.92 1.67
SES 1. 1:0. 3.69 1.54 110. 3.43 1.71 110. 3.87 1.67 110. 3.50 1.64
SCS 2 104. 4,.T.1 1.67 104. 4.54 1.73 104. 4.96 1.68 104. 4.95 1.71
aIRLS M. 4.41 1.52 110. 4.46 1.61 110. 4.45 1.56 110. 4...02 1.59
NUYS 104. 4.18 1.70 104. 4.02 1.83 104. 4.38 1.19 1.04. 3.83 1.76

GRADE 8. IUTAL 205. 4.19 1.66 206. 4.44 1.11 205. 4.34 1.41 265. 4.0M 1.59
515 I 99. 4.27 1.72 99. 4.69 102 94. 4.77 1.57 99. 4.64 1.51
StS 2 106. 4.12 1.60 106. 4.19 1.69 106. 4.41 1.65 406. 4.11 1.66
GIRLS 98. 4.15 1.59 98. 4.43 1.56 98. 4.30 1.50 98.. 3.96 1.46
8095 107. 4.2, 1.73 107. 6.45 1.86 101. 4.18 1.17 10. 4.2.4 1.73

IDIAL SLS 1 312. 3.84 1.10 112. 3.97 L.73 312. 3.92 1.73 312. 3.47 1.39
TOIAL 535 2 319. 4.07 1.53 319. 3.98 1.59 319. 4.15 1.58 319. 1.85 1.60

TOTAL GIRLS 316. 3.99 1.58 316. 4.09 1.58 316. 4.14 1.55 316. 3.69 1.52
ILIIAL 0095 315. 3.92 3.65 315. 3.86 1.74 315. 4.12 1.15 315. 3.63 1.61

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GRADE SES GRADE SES

GROUP RtEORITO

809 HITTING BUY
135

N MEAN S.U.

00Y HITTING GIRL
461

N NEAR S.D.

GIRT

N

341111331 BUY
513

NEA4 5.6.

GIRL 11IFING GIRL
547

4 4E44 S.U.

GREOE 4, 10A1 212. 4.62 1.58 Me 4.70 1.56 212. 4.88 1.35 212. 4.97 1.41
Si5 I 103. 4.71 1.76 103. 4.53 1.70 103. 5.07 1.54 103. 5.13 1.61
SLS 2 109. 4.53 1.40 109. 4.117 1.43 109. 4.10 1.16 109. 4.81 1.54
413315 108. 4.70 1.57 108. 5.37 1.34 168. 4.92 1.26 108. 4.99 1.32
805 104. 4.53 1.59 106. 4.02 1.18 104. 4.85 1.44 104. 4.95 1.61

WAVE 4. 70AL 214. 4.96 1.51 214. 4.99 1.64 214. 4.96 1.44 214. 5.30 1.29
SLS I 110. 4.82 1.55 110. 4.98 1.53 140. 4.73 1.50 110. 5.69 1.44
5E5 2 104. 5.10 1.46 104. 4.99 1.75 104. 5.20 1.38 104. 5.51 1.15
DIALS 110. 4.89 1.53 110. 5.35 1.44 110. 4.52 1.50 116. 5.24 1.22
11015 104. 5.03 1.48 104. 4.62 1.84 104. 5.40 1.38 104. 5.36 1.32

6RA11E 8. lUIAL 205. 4.35 1.54 205. 4.41 1.56 205. 4.17 1.62 205. 4.71 1.54
StS I 99. 4.711 1.47 99. 4.53 1.52 99. 4.55 1.50 99. 44:91 1.5',
515 2 106. 3.92 1.61 106. 4.41 1.61 106. 4.19 1.14 106. 4.64 1.58
GIRLS 98. 4.33 1.35 98. 5.08 1.11 98. 3.86 1.45 98. 4.69 1.45
MOPS 107. 4.30 1.73 Ion 3.86 1.51 W. 4.89 1.80 107. 4.85 1.63

TOTAL 515 1 312. 4.71 1.59 312. 4.68 1.59 312. 4.711 1.51 312. 5.34 1.52
10IAL SLS 2 319. 4.52 1.49 319. 4.75 1.59 319. 4.69 1.43 319. 4.99 1.36

TOTAL GIRLS 316. 4.64 1.48 316. 5.27 11.10. 336. 4.43 1.40 316. 4.97 1.35
TOTAL 8015 315. 4.65 1.60 315. 4.37 1.81 315. 5.a5 1.54 315. 5.05 1.52

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE RE% CFtAnE



./AFAN

TARIM ONOWN NINE
SIANNOM MANS AND STANDARD 01141111114% FOR PAR INDICES.

ANN* ralomm 9,
- maw NAURU IS 114 IA00RLSS3414,

GROUP REPORItU

*00811509 RATING.

FATHER 5101.11180 SON PAT8ER SZOLDING 0AUGHTER
511

N MEAN 5.116 N BEAN S.O.

GRADS 40 MAL 212. 1.54 J.98
SES I 103. 1.81 1.32
SCS 1 109. 1.20 0.45
GIRLS 108. 1.44 L4.85
009$ 104. 1.60 1.12

GRADE 6. !DIAL 214. 1.54 0.79
/LS 1 110. 1.55 0.70
StS 2 104. 1.53 u.80
GIRLS 110. 1.58 11.80
BUYS 104. 1.50 0.79

UNLADE 8, IJIAL 205. 102 1.13
SLS I 99. 2.0. 1.25
SES 1 106. 1.59 1.110

GIRLS 941. I./9 1.05
GUYS 10/. 1.85 1.20

tOIAL SCS I 312. 1.80 1.12
TOTAL /LS 2 319. 1.4/ 0.82

10IAL GIRLS 316. 1.62 0.90
!DIAL BOYS 315. 1.65 1.04

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SES

02000 AIRDRIE°

BUY scam/is 8139
531

A NEAR 6.0.

CW:0°5 4, tUIAL 212. 2.62 1.52
SI S 1 103. 2.61 1.63
SrS 2 109. 2.62 1.42
GIRLS LOB. 2.02 1.51

0.395 101. 2.4S 1.40

GRADE 6, IDTAL 214. 2.38 1.33
SCS I 110, 2.62 1e52
/Li 2 104. 2.15 1.14
GIRLS 113. 2.67 1.c..2

°DVS 104. 2.10 1.14

GRADE 60 1111AL 205. 2.15 1.20
srs I 99. 2.31 1.24
SCS 2 106. 1.91 1.17
GIRLS 98. 2626 1.11
8095 107. 2.04 1.30

tOIAL SFS 1 $12. 2.53 1.46
10I11. SES 7 319. 2.25 1.24

1014A3 6181.5 316. 2.58 1.40
1UFAL BUYS 115. 2.19 1.30

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SEX

212. 1.70 1.05
103 1.79 1.13
109. 1,60 0.90
1011. 1./2 1.02
I04. 1.67 1.08

214.
11°.
104.
110.
104.

1.112

1.91
1.72
1.79
1.84

1.0T
1.06
1.08
1.11
1.03

205. 1.91 1.19
99. 2.26 1.41

106. 1.58 0.97
98. 1.87 0.94
107. 1.94 1.44

312. 1.96 1.20
319. 1.63 1.01

316. 1.79 1.03
315. 1.82 1.18

SES

009 SCOLDING GIRL
523

N MEAN SeDe

212. 2.76 1.43
103. 2.76 1.65
109. 2.76 1.41
LOO. 3.22 1.47
104. 2.31 1.19

214.
110.
164.
110.
104.

2.65
2.80
7.50
1.24
2.0/

1.56
1.54
1.62
1.8/
1.29

205. 2.49 1.48
99. 2.72 1.47

106. 2.25 1.49
98. 2.4/ 1.46
307. 2.10 1.411

312. 2.76 1.55
319. 1.51 1.51

316. 1.11 1.10
W. 2.16 1.36

97A

1OTHE4 SCOLDING SUM 9074E4 5010196 0113.141.24
545 525

N MEAN 5.0. N MEAN S.D.

212.
1011.

109.
108.
104.

214.
110.
104.
LLD,
/1.1.16

205.
99.
106.
98.
167.

312.
319.

1.84
1.86
1081
1.87
1.00

1.90
1.9?
1.98

1.96

1.99
2.13
1.65
1.86
2.12

1.97
1.64

1.1?
1.16
1.08
618
1.04

1.20
1.17
1.23
1.19
L.77

1.39
1.47
2.12
.1.14
1.6S

1.27
1.21

116. 1.86 1617
315. 1.96 1.31

GIRL SCOLDING BUY
555

N ME/4 S.D.

212. 3.59
1036 3.51
109. 3.66
108. 3.13
134. 1.85

214.
110.
104.
110.
104.

3.48
3.65
3.12
1.12
3.94

205. 2,92
99. 3.12
106. 2.71
911. 2.61
107. 3.32

1.87
2.02
1.12
1.68
2.06

1.09
1.90
1.99
1.75
2.04

1.67
1.67
1.66
1.28
2.05

312. 3.43 1.63
319. 3.23 1./9

316. 3.00 1.5/
315. 3.67 2.u5

GRADE SEX

212e
103.
109.
108.
104.

214.
lia.
1u4.

104.

1.63
1,71
1.49
I.S9
1.67

1.63
1.83
1.82
1.85
1.85

1.05

0.41
0.91
1.18

1.16

1.26
1.11
1.14

265. 1.87 1.111
99. 1.99 1.1,3

106. 1.74 1.15
98. 1.12 0.93

2.91 1.42

312. 1.86 1.15
319. 1.68 L.II

316. 1.r2 1.01
315. 1.83 1.25

GIRL SCOLDING GIRT
565

AEA% S.D.

212. 3.52 1.71
143. 3.43 1.87
109. 1.61 1.58
108. 3.66 1.62
104. 3.40 1.71

214.
11D.
IDA.
110.
104.

265.
99.
106.
98.
107.

3./6
2.65
3.31
3.11

2.75
3.11
2.46
2.77
2.74

1.61
1.76
1.60
1.56
1.78

1.48
1.45
1.51
1.29
1.66

312. 3.43 1.61
319. 2.89 1.56

316. 3.24 /649
315. 3.110 I.7A,



1.147

.111111. P11+110 0101
1N44.1107 01170 4110 SI44040 01111111014 0U 01 1N01(117.

1110 - v10. 4.441. 11 1,4
4.7040 11014
14401114311.

WV 00010176 /41.46

11,0.1110

1177 1CJ00144 431.06

041176.

.101 04010140 111,117 4171 ttutOpc. 701..11
171 11f 149

...
011047 sipj4iia 4147 1.0. 4 7574 V... 77411 0.0. I 141 7.0.

.14W 4, 1044 4.14 .16 4.10 1.41 III. 7.11 1.44 71:, 1.11 1.10
111 1 101. 44.0f .44 IC/. 1.71 7.11 171. 4.14 7.11 141. 7.77 1.44
040 : 101. 4.10 .S1 141. 7.11 1.01 104. 1.1 1.1f 1L7. 1.1J 1.14
41445 101. 4.47 .11 IGO. 4.44 1.7/ 141. 7.17 1.91 140. 4.47 1.ft

101. 1.0/ ./4 104. 4.11 1.71 1.4. 4.76 i../ 104. 4.10 1.111

41441 15,171 /14. 0./4 ./1 714. soh) 1. 717. 7.14 t.r7 714. 4.44 1.74
111 1 110. 0.71 .11 110. 1.40 5)0. 1.114 0.11 113. 7.9 1.411
010 7 104. 7,14 .00 104. 7.7, 1.11 147. 1.77 1.11 101. 4.10 1.1.1110 114. 7.11 .44 110. 4.40 1./1 110. 4.44 1.4; 110. 1.11 1.4144,1 104. 7.07 .04 104. 1.-E1 7.06 104. 4.40 1.97 101. 7.10 1.77

. 034 0. IJS. 1.77 .1) 771. 1.74, .10 /CI. 1.10 1.16 701. 1.1% 1.16
1.71 717 .74 477. 4.11 .10 71. A.. f 1.71 7. 1.47 1.07110 106. 7.07 .61 104. 1.14 .10 104. 1.14 1.46 146. 0.77 1.07.1011 6. 1.11 .40 .4. 1.1S .41 4. 1.44 1.11 40. 1.1) 1.44
4411 .71 1.1, 1.1: .4, I.,. 1.17 7.44 l,. f. 1.11:', 1.64

10161 5,11 I 11/. 7.1 . 0 1 717. 4.11 .74 Ili. 4.1, 1.41 11:. 4.14 1.44
10144 VDS 1111. 1.11 . 11'. 7.01 IN Div. 4..1 1.71 117. 1.4 1.11

10144 41411 114. 4.17 . 4.71 114. 1.11 1.11 1I6. 1.410i64, 4491 110. 1.11 .1 4.10 .7* 111. 4.51 1.4 111. 1.1, 1.41
17 C7111,,1 I.IY 1.1 71. !a 014.14 (4,815

1.114,111

114(71 707 104:w 6 1:t1t01710 f.144 01.411 7857. 1{1(.40 .541 1.001 0114. It 1,..4,

011 Sof
..... ......... 711

P itru4110 Nal S.N. 011 . F. P11 Al I.U. 7. 0111,1 0.0.

411101 4. 1041 717. 1..1 -.71 /1:. I.4f 0..4 71/. 4./. 1.61 :qt. 4.7. st
sit 1 101. 1.4 78.07 101. 1.11 0.15 101. 1.14 101. 1.1: 7.11

/ 106. 1.17 .1. It Ivy. 5.71 C.4/ 141. 1.1 107. 7.47 1.7
.10411 100. 1.14 ..1) 10. ,.01 0.70 IV'. 7.41 1.11 140. 4.44 1.07
7771 104. 1.41 .0.70 101. .71 3.7 141. 1.11 1.47 104. 7.71 I.77

'ACAS 1. 14101 114. 1.04 1.01 714. .14 1.06 /14. 7.40 1.07 717. 1.10 1.1:
Sit I 110. 1.04 .040 110. .01 1.14 114. 7.40 1.01 110. 1.10 1.00
1,13 104. 1.44 1.11 104. .70 1.71 144. 7.1* 1.111 1414 1.17 5.77
41011 11J. 1.71 7.10 110. .77 5.11 110. 1./6 110. 1.11 1.74
0470 101. 1.41 1.0f 104. .141, 0.77 137. 4.10 /.14 104. 0.01 1.07

44644 0. fa141 141. 1.66 I.J) /DI. .14 1.14 f,4. 1.4/ 0.77 701. 1.11 1.01
1.1 I vv. 1.16 1.11 94. .10 1.0 77. 1.11 1.14 07. 7.77 1.07
111 1 006. 1.14 4.74 101. .76 1.0 1b7. 1.01 1.40 104. 1.10 1.17
41411 46. 1.70 ..40 06. .47 1.14 77. 1..- 1.16 77. 1.11 1.17

177. 1.f) 1.16 101. .17 1.111 101. 5.7. 1.111 101. 1.17 1.
10174 011.1 Ali. 1.61 d.vf 111. .1% 1.06 117. 4.76 1.71 111. 1.11 1.71
101m UV liv. 1.47 1111. .10 C. $10. 1.1: 1.17 117. 4.11 1.41

141544 1041
10171 41771

114.
111.

1.11
1.71

..61
1.04

114.
111.

.6!
1.1,7

110.
111.

1,77
1.14

1.40
1.71

11*. 1.17 s.rt
sts. 7.77 1.0)

,14.71/18,175 177581, O0:7 AI e 00 87 75 c7.741 %If



Su

,4401

1961.14 1406IJA 71141.

IAN) AMU SIA90460 DEVIAIIUNS 104 041 190ILES.

LIvIJOA P601$11M 9. 4:49ESSOX RAPING.
11(ft - 111404.. IS 14( 44(.46(%1 141.

06O1 o%04110

10614,1 4.

LoMLUI 6.

u4 A441 S.

eu 114
tut At

10161
I u I Al

PuLIC1MAN SCOLOIftl. bUY POLICEMAN SCGLOING 0148 91.11 SCOLDING POLICEMAN GIRL SCOLUI4G POLICEMAN
518 SIT 56) 551

4 MAN S.U. N MEAN S.O. N MOAN S.U. N MEAN S.O.

tJI&L 112. 1.24 5.62 112. .13 0.41 112. 4.6S 1.60 212. 4.94 1.90
)(1 1 10). 1.11 (.1) 101. .49 1.02 10). 4.41 1.90 10). 4.94 1.99
5.1 1 109. 1.17 J.35 109. .21 0.00 109. 4.119 1.69 109. 4.94 1.91

146. 1.21 4.40 106. .11 0.15 106. 5.07 1.62 1J1. 5.01 1.79
&AS 104. 1.26 9.65 104. .19 0.911 104. 4.23 1.91 104. 4.61 2,22

11161,
:I% I

314.
110.

1.1)
1.11

0.20
0.6)

214.
110.

.49

.S3
0.96
0.94

214.
110.

4.39
4(1

1.94
1.96

214.
110.

4.66
4.61

1.96
1.92

1(.4 2 104. 1.16 0.16 104. ./4 0.96 104. 4.1. 2.02 104. 4.4S 2.01
04111. II.. 1.44 4.111 110. .46 0.91 110. 4.SS 1.60 110. 4.12 1.10
Odi) I.N. 1.27 4.56 104. .51 0.95 104. 4.24 2.01 104. 4.60 2.12

WILL 10S. 1.11 1.02 JCS. .64 1.11 205. 1.54 1.61 20S. 3.24 1.61
115 1 66. 1.61 1.14 99. .16 1.34 99. 1.64 1.61 99. 4.06 1.96
1.1.5 1 106. 1.19 u.119 106. .S3 1.12 106. 1.24 1.60 106. ).16 1.11
ololt 94. 1.49 0.92 96. .69 0.96 99. 1.56 1.44 96. 1.65 1.61
putt 101. 1.58 1.11 101. .6) 1.21 101. 1.:1 1.61 101. 1.61 2.06

411 1 112. 1.41 4.64 112. .59 1.03 )12. 4.26 1.61 )12. 4.6) 1.96
515 119. 1.12 0.12 819. .19 0.92 119. 4.10 1.11 119. 4.26 1.116

91411. 114. 1.81 a.79 510. .41 3.49 )16. 4.69 1.62 116. 4.46 1.19
0)95 111. 1.16 JOT 115. .31 1.01 115. 6.91 1.96 115. 4.41 2.01

,41,4181t,410 tftt(14 C666t CUUM 422 CMG(.



1474/1

1111. - Wok 64441. 1..

1010.1111 NFANS

.40125 PRUWAR 13.
114 4481 11141.

13111J.1 0,100.1.M

ANO STAN0446 0161A/1045 804 PAA 11101Cki.

VICIIN 641144.

'NIA HITTING 101 FATHER 11111144 11400474 41011114 PITTING soy -Iti...tot 1.14.1..114
540 510 354 521

46001. NI 1,11111 1 MERV S.U. N PLAN S.U. N 4144 5.0. 041 S.U.

611ACF 4. 101AL 12. 4.19 1.48 112. 4.24 1.49 212. 3.94 1.43 212. 4./3 1.3.5.% I 03. 3.92 1.63 101. 4.38 3.58 101. 3.10 1.53 16). 4.14 1.ShSt) 7 101. 4.43 1.33 109. 4.40 1,41 icy. 4.38 1.34 104. 4.21 1.4161411 1U1S. 4.22 1.40 101. 3.05 1.42 1018. 3.78 1.13 ,EA. 3.01 1.510011 104. 4.15 1.57 144. 4.63 1.31 144. 4.10 1.53 144. 4.46 1.41

wilkut b. tom. 214. 4.01 1.44 214. 4.29 1.45 214. 3.516 1.44 714. 4.2S 1.3s.s 11U. 4.11 1.46 110. 4.41 1.42 119. 4.13+ 1.36 119. 4.11 1.2S113
..14o

134.
11J.

1.91
1.93

1.52
(.39

104. 4.10 1.49
110. 4.02 1.14

104.
110.

3.16
3019

1.51
1.36

14.40
110.

4.11 1.16
4...5 1.2)0015 104. 4.10 1.59 1U4. 4.56 1.61 104. 3.94 1.52 144. 4.45 1.81

64401 he 14141. 205. 4.01 1.41 203. 3.90 1.47 205. 4.01 1.44 2,15. 300, 1.18S1S 1 VV. 1.64 1.24 10. 5.54 1.29 19. /*MO 1.35 99. 3.61 1.2611) 2 106. 4.14 1.62 106. 4.26 1.64 106. 4.22 1.63 146. 4.19 1.4161415 44. 1.96 1.15 98. 3.88 1.22 94. 3.45 1.19 98. 3.4) 1.266411 1U7. 4.115 1.62 107. 3.92 1.11 01 4.,7 1.46 10T istits 1.61.

rulta t.) I 112. )oor 1.44 312. 4.31 1.43 112. 3.69 1.41 312. 46,1 1.16
111101. 111 119. 4.11 1.49 319. 4.28 1.51 319. 4.15 1.44 3190 4.24 1.42

10101 4.131S 316. 4.04 1.35 116. 1.92 1.33 116. 3.(1 1.13 316. 1.11 1.3)SW AL 0071 115. 4.10 1.59 315. 4.17 1.61 315. 4..4 1.,11 315. 4.26 1.45
,...11 II 441 I III, I.

BUY 141111167. BUS follV M1111110 GM 6101 411111116 801 3141 01171141, 1141
536 562 514 566

GRWP 11,1.011114 N MEAN S.O. N PLAN 5.0. .4 MEAN S.U. N MEAN S.U.

0.A4. 4. 1U141 211. 1.61 1.47 212. 2.14 1.45 212. 2.01 1.111 212. 2.49 1.6R
11 S I 107. 1.56 1.54 103. 1./10 1.59 101. 2.40 1.1v 143. 2.67 1.14
St S *048. 1.05 1.36 109. 1.09 1.11 coy. 2.54 1.41 100. 1.11 3.4/4141% 106. 2.76 1.52 104. 2.21. 1.12 Ion. 2.4? 1.44 100. 2.61 1.41.1 Ir. 104. 206 1.43 104. 1.61 1.18 164. 2.21 1.18 104. 3.16 1.14

6R401 1.1,At 114. 1.21 1.53 214. 1.79 1.30 214. 2.10 1.34 214. 1.45 1.51
1. 1 I 110. 1.16 1.65 110. 0.31 110. 2.15 1.11 116. 1.4 1.6
1.3 I 104. 1.16 1.42 104. 1.24 1.43 104. 2.65 1.J: 164. 3.19 1.4/
.01411
.1/VS

11.,
106.

1.111

3.16
1.51
1.55

110. 2.90 1.30
104. 1.40 1.70

110.
104.

1.')
2.11

1.42
1.76

11V.
144.

1.1'. 1.14
/.t& 1.61

441i 1.1141 195. 1.41 1.41 214. 3.4) 1.45 205. 3.01 1.4R 1..4. 1.11 1.51
345 1 lg. 1.11 1.18 90. 1.2% 1.12 V9. 3.116 1.47 1.51. 1.44
1LS / 1116. 1.61 1.61 106. 1.42 1.64 104. 1.15 1.49 tub. 1.1n 1.61l 411 'II. 3.41 1.15 00. 1.1U 1.14 46. 8.44 1.12 le. 1.67 3.86
AJY) 107. 1.12 1.51 101. 1.11 1.10 W. 2.11 1.6% tot. 3.45 8.8

16141 %C. 311. 3.334 1.53 112. 1.11 1.49 312. 2.61 1.38 sie. 3.24 1.5710161 1,11 111. 3.20 1.47 419. 1.12 1.44 119. 4.19 1.14 319. 1.64 1.4.

14.1$1 63.1) 11G. 1.21 1.46 116. 2.18 1.20 316. 1.00 1.14 116. 5.86 1.11
141161 171 115. 1.11 1.54 113. 5.56 3.13 1111, 2.10 1.19 111. 1.44 1.61

I..., I. 0.1 ,x1111 41 X GNAW 44 X ..4 llo NIX



IA PAN

TAKE 1440164:6 MINIM N

SUMM449 ME1141 AND STAVOARU OEVIATIUNS FOR FAA INDICES.

ANOVA AUR 130 VICTIM RATINU.
ITEM NUM aRaNu IS !NE 11/1C111/1.

0110U1' AtPUAIFfl

111NER SCUWING SUN
612

N MEAN S.U.

FA.INER UM:UHL DAUGHTER
5)4

N MkAN

SUMER SGULD16 SUN
546

N MEAN S.D.

MOTHER SGULDIN6 UAULNIER
526

N MEA9 S.O.

GRIM 4e TOTAL 712. 4.49 1.14 212. 4.31 1.33 212. 4.37 1.28 212. 4.39 1.24
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TARLEI PROPLEM fitIRTEEN

SUMMAAY MANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIUNS FUR PAR 1911101$.
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111P HUM WRUNG IS III! IVILIIM/.
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00Y 5401014G FATHER 801 SLOWING MOTHCM GIRL 5001.0190 76171E6 414/ 5CUL0195 MaiN1.4
542 518 SSD 56m

N REAM S.O. 1111 PLAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4, TUTAL 212. 3.02 1.52 212. 2.50 1.40 212. 2.76 1.30
StS 1 103. 3.03 1.78 103. 2.63 1.63

212.
I::: !::: 103. 2.67 1.51

SLS 1 109. 3.01 1.26 109. 2.33 1.17 109. 2.88 1.32 109. 2.86 1.23
GIRLS 108. 2.22 1.39 108. 2.53 1.11 108. 2./9 1.45 M. 2.71 1.25
(3015 104. 3.22 1.65 104. 2.63 1.48 104. 2.96 1.67 104. 2.81 1.51

GRAUE 60 IJIAL 214. 3.131 1.37 214. 2.9S 1.36 214. 3.28 1.50 214. 3.22 1.44
515 1 110. 3.14 1.34 110. 2.77 1.42 110. 3.12 1.54 110. 3.07 1.40
SLS 2 104. 3.52 1.40 1C4. 3.13 1.30 104. 3.45 1.45 104. 3.37 1.41
GIRLS 110. 5.19 1.27 110. 2.85 1.26 110. 3.19 1.40 110. 3.10 1.34
NUYS 104. 3.46 1.46 104. 3.05 1.46 104. 3.36 1.60 104. 3.34 1.55

GRIM 8. TOTAL 205. 3.62 1.43 205. 3.17 P.49 20S. 3.64 1.50 205. 3.63 1.34
SLS I 99. 3.42 1.39 99. 3.02 1.54 99. 3.56 1.48 99. 3.39 1.3Z,
SLS 1 106. 3.11 1.48 106. 3.31 1.44 106. 3.12 1.53 106. 3.87 1.39
1415 98. 3.40 1.24 98. 3.031 1.38 98. 3.56 1.34 98. 3.47 1.14
BUYS 101. 5664 1.62 107. 3.30 1.60 ION 3.72 1.67 107. 3.18 1.55

IDIAL SCS I

IUTAL SFS 1

101AL GIRLS
IUIAL BUYS

AGNIFICANT EFFECT.;

GROUP REPURII0

312. 3.11 1.50 312. 2.81 1.53 312. 3.18 1.60 312. 3.04 1.44
319. 3.43 1.58 519. 2.99 1.30 319. 3.35 1.43 319. 3.37 1.34

116. 3.12 1.30 316. 2.80 1.32 316. 3.10 1.39 316. 3.10 1.24
315. 3.52 1.58 315. 2.99 1.52 315. 3.35 1.64 315. 3.31 1.54
GRADE s%)( GRADE GRADE GRADE SES

'CALMER SCULDING 601 TEACHER SCULDING GIRL UUY SCOLDING TEALHEK GIRL SZULDING TEACHER
516 528 558 544

N MEAN S.D. N ALAN S.D. N NEAN S.D. N MFAN S.D.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 212. 4.43; 1.13 212. 4.34 1.32 212. 2.82 1.67 212. 2.76 1.65
SYS I 101. 4.45 1.27 103. 4.42 1.47 103. 2.86 1.88 103. 2.87 1.85
StS 2 109. 4.42 1.19 109. 4.25 1.17 109. 2.79 1.46 109. 2.65 1.44
41415 108. 4.41 1.18 108. 4.24 1.27 108. 2.67 1.53 108. 2.83 1.62
JOYS 104. 4.39 1.28 104. 4.43 1.37 104. 2.913 1.81 104. 2.69 1.67

GRADE 6. 10140 214. 4.44 1.37 214. 4.38 1.41 214. 0.20 1.52 214. 3.34 1.56
SI: I 110. 4.53 1.35 110. 4.36 1.34 110. 2.97 1.50 110. 3.06 1.44
Si S 2 104. 4.3S 1.39 104. 4.41 1.47 104. 3.43 1.54 104. 3.61 1.67
u1R15 11J. 4.39 1.32 110. 3.95 1.29 110. 1.19, 1.38 110. 3.30 1.43
BUYS 104. 4.49 1.42 104. 4.81 1.52 104. 3.22 1.66 104. 3.38 1.68

GRAUE B. IUTAL
StS I
StS
.14LS
03YS

1U1AL 5.S 1

10141

101AL 1.14LS
1U1AL NAYS

265. 4.03 1.28 205. 4.09 1.30 205. 3.11 1.61 205. 3.64 1.57
99. 3.88 1.36 99. 4.03 1.33 99. 3.60 1.55 99. 3.46 1.52
106. 4.17 1.20 106. 4.14 1.16 106. 3.93 1.66 106. 3.83 1.61
90. 3.88 1.10 98. 3.81 1.15 98. 3.56 1.44 98. 3.45 1.36
101. 4.11 1.46 W. 4.37 1.44 107. 3.97 1.71 107. 3.84 1.17

111. 4.26 1.33 312. 4.27 1.38 312. 3.14 1.64 312. 3.13 1.61
319. 4.31 1.26 119. 4.27 1.30 319. 1.39 1.55 319. 3.36 1.57

316. 4.25 1.20 316. 4.00 1.24 316. 3.14 1.45 316. 3,19 1.47
315. 4.0 1.39 115. 4.54 1.44 313o 3.39 1.75 315. 3.30 1.11

U.AN1 GRADE. 515 GRADE GRADE



JAPAN
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SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD OCVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.
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Introduction

Aggressive activity and exchange are ar. integral part of
human life style. Hostile expressions, outbursts of frustration,
and overt responses of discontent emerge in various settings and
at various levels of society. Of greatest concern in the United
States are the recurrent and frequent incidents of aggression be-
tween groups, both the historical clash between the races--whites
and blacks-- and the more recent events between university students
and faculty, citizenry and police. It is the e-l.stence of and :er-
haps increase in such assertive exchanges which have stimulated
interest in articulating the standards regarding the justice, ap-
propriateness, and legitimacy of aggressive activity and in defining
the limits of permissible and taboo aggression.

While in certain situations aggression and overt hostility
are condoned, if not encouraged, in other contexts such behaviors
are sharply criticized and condemned. Aggression is inhibited -Alen
it is in violation of normative rules of conduct, and, either be-
cause of the arousal of guilt or the fear or anxiety associated
with punishment, individuals judge such modes of behavior as "morally"
wrong cr inexpedient (Berkowitz, 1962; Buss, 1961). Aggression which
violates rules or norms may be expected to be judged more wrong, i.e.,
less just and less tolerable. Aggression which is acceptable to
society, or at least not in conflict with societal standards, may
be expected to be evaluated as more appropriate, just, and legitimate.

The status, role, and sex of the individuals involved in
aggressive exchange may crucially affect judgments of its rightnep-
according to American norms and cultural values. Aggression by
"high status," authority figures is generally considered more just.
Punishment, overt anger, or hostility by such figures is more ac-
ceptable than when the same behavior is exhibited by individuals
not in authority (Minturn, 1967).

Explicit norms about the differences in legitimacy of ag-
gression for various authority figures are not as clear. A crucial
exception may be in relation to aggressive encounters with parents.
Western society generally and American parents specifically trans-
mit standards and expectations which accept aggression from parents
to children but severely reject aggression from children to parents
(Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957). Hence, limits of acceptable and
appropriate behavior appear less ambiguous and more explicit with
regard to aggressive exchange with parents than with other authority
figure roles. Furthermore, recent events in America may effectuate
a change in children's perceptions. Now, in comparison to 1965-66
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when the study was executed, children may differentiate more in
their evaluations of the 'rightness' of various authority figures.
Instead of adults- -high status figures -- generally being considered
legitimate per se, some authorities, though powerful, may not be
considered as legitimate as others and their aggression not as
justified. For e::ample, incidents of police brutality against
political dissidents and minority groups may affect children's
attitudes about the legitimacy of law enforcement officials, re-
sulting in greater variation between the police authority figure
and other authorities.

Aside from status and role considerations, U.S. culture
also transmits sex-role norms of appropriate behavior with regard
to aggression. For example, male aggression directed at females
is generally considered more wrong and less justified than com-
parable aggression directed at other males. Also societal norms
are more critical and negative about female aggression in contrast
to male aggression (Plinturn, 1967). The extent to which such values
are internalized by children will largely determine their expecta-
tions and perceptions as well as their own behavior.

The PAR projective technique provides a method for under-
standing more clearly the socialization of aggressive norms and
articulating more precisely the nature of justifiable aggression.
The instrument aims at measuring the reactions of this sample of
fourth, si::th, and eighth grade American, black and white children
to aggressive exchange. Its focus is on similarities in children's
perceptions, expectations, and feelings about the legitimacy of
aggression and on the norms of constraint regarding aggressive in-
teraction which children have internalized.

Variations in human behavior arise principally from the
transmission of specific cultural norms through the process of
socialization (Whiting & Child, 1953). Within the same country
there may be subcultural, socio-economic status, and sex differ-
ences in rearing, hence in the internalization of norms. Further-

more, developmental differences should crucially affect children's
cognitive judgments and perceptions. Therefore, the study measured
variations in normative responses to aggression occurring with age,
sex, and SES for children both in the dominant culture and the
black urban subculture of Chicago.
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United States: White Sample

Effect of Status

Adult attack child was judged the least wrong, i.e., most
justifiable, aggression. It was rated much less wrong than ag-
gression by a child toward another child or toward an adult.
Furthermore, child attack adult was seen as the worst of the
three status indices. The results confirmed the hypotheses for
aggressor ratings. Generally children identified status with
legitimacy (Emmerich, 1961; Hess & Torney, 1965). (See Figures
P12 Sex, P16 Sex, P12 SES, & PIG SES).

Since children seemed to rate the wrongness of the ag-
gressor mainly in terms of the aggressor's status relationship

to the victim, it might reasonably have .peen assumed that children
would also rate the wrongness of the victims in terms of status
orientation. The results, though, indicated this explanation
was only partially true. As predicted, children as victims of
adult aggression were rated the most wrong. Subjects apparently
felt that children were deserving of this aggression. Again author-
ity aveared to be equated with justice (Blake & Mouton, 1961;
Minturn & Lewis, 1963). Children must have done something very
wrong in order to be punished by adults--fair and legitimate author-
ity figures. Contrary to the status hypotheses, though, an adult
being attacked by a child was ranked more wrong than a child being
attacked by a child. Although at grade 4 there was only a slight
difference on these two indices, by grade 3 a significant rise in
adult wrongness increased the discrepancy. In fact there was a
convergent tendency for victim wrongness on adult attack child and
child attack adult with age. Older children were more flexible
in their appraisal of status roles (Meister, 1956). Uhereas younger
children might have viewed adult aggression as retribution or dis-
cipline, i.e., expected punishment for misbehaving from authority
figures, the significant changes by grade 3 in victim wrongness
would strongly suggest a shift not only toward equalitarianism but
also from expecting retributive to distributive justice (Kohlberg,

1963a, 1963b; Piaget, 1932). Younger children sau adults as sacred

and absolute in their judgments to execute punishment. With matur-

ity, though this changed as reflected by the pattern of decreased

wrongness of child victims of adult aggression and increased wrong-

ness of adult victims of child aggression. Evidently while child-

ren across grades rated aggresaor action (sometimes labelled ag-

gressive action) in terms of status, for victim wrongness they did

not perceive status as an absolute and infallible criterion for

legitimacy. (See Tables P12 & P16).
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A. Age Differences

Only with child to child ::egression was there a significant
change with age. As subjects got older, they saw aggression by a
child toward another child as much less wrong. For peer to peer
aggression older children may be more accustomed to and capable
of discerning reasons for its occurrence. They apparently judged
aggressive behavior not as wrong per se, but as potentially justi-
fiable depending on the situation. However, there uas no parallel
change across grades in evaluating child attack adult aggression;
the fact that child aggressors were perceived almost as wrong at
grade C as at grade 4 would indicate that the status of the figure
was still determinative. In assessing aggression for unequal
status indices, older children did not consider the justifiability
of the behavior as they had for the peer to peer index:.

For victim ratings, there was a significant grade change
for adult attack child and child attack adult, but the direction
of change varied for the two indices. For the adult attack child
index:, older subjects saw victims as increasingly more justified.
As children approached adolescence, they became less status or-
iented (Baldwin, 1955). In like manner on the child attack adult
inde:z, older subjects felt that the victim was more 'irons than did
younger subjects. These findings taken together would imply that
older children tended to perceive the adult as a less absolute
power relative to the child (Dubin & Dubin, 1963). Such trends,
which luestioned equating status and legitimacy, emerged more
clearly on the victim in comparison to the aggressor wrongness
ratings. Adults were not as sacred, obedience was not as obliga-
tory, nor :Jas the side of justice as sure. For older children,
peer judgment and appraisal seemed increasingly more important
and expressions of greater autonomy from authority seemed to
emerge (Campbell, 1964; Coleman, 1961; Eisenstadt, 1962; Erikson,
1950).

B. Se:: Differences

For aggressor ratings significant se:: differences appeared
on all the status indices. On child attack child and child attack
adult, girls felt the aggressor was more wrong than did boys
(Mischel, 1966; Pears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957). However, the re-
verse was true fc adult attack child; that is, boys perceived
the aggressor as more wrong. These findings indicated than: girls
were more status oriented than boys (Patel & Gordon, 1960;
Rebelsky, Alinsmith & Grinder, 1963). In comparison to boys,
girls felt adults were less wrong and children were more wrong
in exhibiting aggression (Tuma & Livson, 1960). In terms of
cultural norms girls might be expected to be more accepting and
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less rebellious to attacks or admonitions from adults (Jsnin &
Field, 1959; Kagan, 1964; stuknr, 195C). Also coincidental with
se!: role sociali.:ation patterns, girls generally viewed aggresive
behavior more nIgntively thrn did boys (Kohn, 1960; Sear! 1961;
Scars, accoby & Levin, 1957).

For victin ratings, the only significant sc. difference
was on child att'-k child where victims were rated more wrcng by
boys than by gir Since on this index boys perceived the ag-
gres:or n5 more J.:tified, logically the.: might view the victim
as more wrong. Although gcnerslly negative to rggression, girls,
motivated by n high concern for reputation rnd interpersonal feel-
ings (Lansky, Crandall, Kagan & Baker, 1;31), may not be ns likely
to perceive '.he vic'Am as responsible for provoking nggressiol as
would bcys. Moreover, this index represented a peer to peer inter-
action with no authority directly involved. Although girls, who
were generally more ronforming, were more likely to consider status
in evaluating wrongness, in a dyad in u:1(!) there were no stntul
differences, they may be more prone th:ai bo;_s to turn their atten-
tion to affiliative ftctors and r;t rate the victim quite as
negatively (Lynn, 1962).

C. SES Differences

For aggressor indices, the only significant SES difference
was on the wrongness of an adult attacking a child. High status

children felt the adult W35 more wrong than did low status child-
ren. This SES difference toward authority supported n more basic
class dichotomy: low status in comparison to high status back-
grounds tend to be authorisarian rather than democratic and rigid
rather than flexible. PreOictably, low status children appeared

more conforming than questioning of adults and authority relation-
ships (Dolger & Ginandes, 1946; Mans, 1951).

There were no significant SES differences for victim ratings

on the status indices.

D. Interview Data

Status, i.e., being n child or adult, crucially affected
white children's perceptions of consistency in rule-apnlicnbility
and inevitability of detection f4r rule-oreaing. The impact of

status-related expectations is basic to understanding the process

of soci3lilition, In responding to the vestion "Are rules the
same for adults and children?" 60 children, regardleal of dif-

ferences in ngc, sex, or socio-economic status, repotted a
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definite difference in the applicability of rules for adults and
children. All but one white child maintained that while "some
rules are the name, some arc different" (sae Table IVB).

This finding was consistent with the PAR finding that
relative status had an important influence on the l_gitimacy or
justifiability of behavior. The fact that children saw adult
aggressors as least wrong, i.e., most justifiable, and, overall,
tended to equate status with legitimacy suggested a different
standard of rules was applied in judging adult behavior. In

comparison, children perceived child aggressors as very wrong
and lass justified. To these whites, the norms of constraint
in interpersonal exchanges varied by status.

In assessing the question "Does someone who breaks rules
always ge: caught?" white children, regardless of age, se::, and

socio-economic status, felt that detectioa followed rule-breaking
"most of the time" (see Table VILA). Status distinctions were
not part of the consideration. Transgressions do not usually
pass unnoticed in American society. In elaborating reasons on
the topic, this grade 4, high status boy's remark "Sooner or later
you're going to get caught" was reflected in this grade 8, high
status girl's comment "Usually in the end you do get caught. . . .

Usually my parents have a way of finding out when I break some-
thing like a rule. Usually someone finds out in the end." Al-
though status considerations were not relevant to the discovery
question, the PAR data suggested that children aggressing adults
were judged more wrong and perhaps were more likely to be detected
then when aggressing children.

Although an une%pectedly high proportion of the children
agreed that "most of the time" rule-breaking was detected, some
children specified "acceptable" ways or "ingenious" styles that
precluded eY:posure (see Table VIIB). No children gave an un-
lualified "No" to the question "Do some children gc. away with
breaking rules?" Rather responses were conditionally positive
and reflected substantial variation. Some 18 children, and signi-
ficantly more of high status background, held that "clever, sneaky,
or sly" children escaped detection. A low status, grade 8 boy
said, "If you're more sneaky you might not get caught"; while a
grade 8, high status girl replied, "The ones that are real sly."
According to 17 children the "lucky ones" also avoided discovery.
This grade 4, low status boy typified the responses, "Some kids
that arc real, real lucky. . . ." Minor age trends revealed that
with age children placed decreasing emphasis on "magical" ways,
i.e., luck, of escaping detection and increasing emphasis on the
individual's ingenuity or personality, i.e., his being sly, de-
vious, or "smart." The e:Tlanation "When circumstances permit"
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captured 15 children and is disclosed in this grade 8, low status
boy's observation, "The kid that the parents don't care about pro-
bably. . . ." Also this grade 8, high status girl reacted, "Or
if it's at home, some parents don't puni their kids for doing
anything. Like some teachers hate pets and they dcn't punish
them if they co something wrong." Interestingly, moze high sta-
tus children felt that "underhanded," "clever" children avoided
negative consequences of rule-breaking. Perhaps they felt more
able to manipulate or control their environment, while low status
children saw their enviranment as more capricious--wherein luck
or circtrastance was more determinant.

On the same question with reference to adults, the pattern
of responses showed little variation (see Table VIIC). The two
questions, taken in conjt'nction, suggested that white children
saw the criteria for effectively manipulating the "system" (society)
to be the same for them and adults. .%pparently their identifica-
tion with adult models, Wilo are the uster;:ard-settel:s," was inter-
nalized sufficiently so that status was less a faccor than antici-
pated.

Congruent with tIle PAR victim status findings, older child-
ren saw adult victims of child aggression and child victims of
adult aggression ar equally wrong suggesting that personality,
luck, and situational circumstances were more salient than status
in rule-breaking. Older children were more situation-specific
and discriminating in their judgments.

In answering ec question with the explicit status distinc-
tion "Do children get E;:ay with breaking rules more often than
adults?" a substantial majcri.ty felt that children did indeed have
the advantae (sae Table VIIE Transgressions were more per-

missible fc): children than adults, suggesting that rule-breaking
is expected in the Ilrowirg up" process. During te process of
socializaticn a "legal motorirm" may be operative ihich permits
children to test rules at less "cult" and with greater flexibility.
A high status, gl-nle 4 girl clarified the status- related societal

expectations affeeting such a oratoriten, "Children, they can't
do any . . I mesa, (Isn't go to jail or any place." One

low status, grade 3 girl characterized the Fituction simply,
"dults are supposed to know better." Another girl from a simi-

lar background seid, "I don't think [adults can] as often as kids
can, because adults are supposei to know." A grade 6, low status
;Url more circuitously also concluded, "3ecause children can get
away with it without being cang:tt or seen. . . They're younger."

Clearly, these white children saw their own status group as ex-
periencing more flexibility regarding transgression, i.e., being
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permitted more leeway for misbehaving, than the adult group.

The idea of a "legal moratorium" was discernible in
children's PAR evaluations of peer to peer aggress:Lon. Only
for this equal dyad did aggression decrease in wrongness, i,e.,
it became a more legitimate activity. Furthermore, victims
were rated leant wrong in interpersonal aggressive exchanges be-
tween persons of equal status. Apparently children gave pre-
ference to equalitarian exchange as one wherein children are
allowed, and can more eaA.ly get away with rule-breaking.

Effect of Status and Role

The set problem afforded an opportunity to analyze the
status dimension in terms of the identity of authority figures.
Variations among the set and role indices reflected differential
reaetions attributable to differences in status vs. role.

For aggressor ratings, the rank order was generally stable
across all grade levels. Confirming hypothesis 1(a), children
-elding adults ware worse than adults scolding children (Minturn

& Lewis, 1968). Moreover, children scolding children, in the
middle position, were more "wrong" than adults scolding children.
However, the second rank order hypothesis was not confirmed. Of
the edult figures, the teacher was more wrong than parents or the
police in scolding children. Except at grade 4, policemen tended
to be the next most wrong; parents generally were seen as least
wrong in scolding children. The third hypothesis for the rank
order of children aggressing adults also was disproved. Children
scolding their parents or policemen (with an age trend toward
parents) were rated more wrong than were children scolding the
teacher er other children. As indicated by the rank order, child-
ren wetn saeu as much less wrong for scolding the teacher, and
conversely the teacher, especially at grade 6, was rated more
wroeg than the other figures in scolding children. Children ap-
parently pereei.eed the teacher differently from parent or police-
man, perhaps as a less legitimate authority figure.

en tile ratings of victim wrongness, the rank order was
stable. ha first hypethesis that children being scolded by
adults were seen as more wrong than adults being scolded by
children was confirmed at all grade levels. The other rank order
hypot7 .ses, however, did not hold. Children were most wrong when
being scolded by the police, but, contrary to prediction, were
mare wrong as victims of parent rather than teacher aggression.
And, quite consistently, for adult victims the teacher was rated
most wrong and the policeman least wrong. Although the differences
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in rank order were small and in many instances probably not signi-
ficant, the ratings suggestee a lower status level for teachers
than for parents or policemen. (See Tables P10 & P14).

A. Age. Differences

There were significant linear and curvilinear grade dif-
ferences on several of the status-role indices. Parent aggression
and child aggression dir,Itcted toward children decreased in wrong-
ness as children got older. The wrongness of child scold parent
and teacher scold child followed a curvilinear grade trend. An
increase at grade 6 was followed by a decrease from grades 6 to
8, althogh only for the former dyad--child scold parent--was Lhc
aggressor noticeably less wrong at grade 8 than at grade 4.

The wzongness of child scold policeman remained constant
between grades 4 and 6 but decreased rapidly between grades 6
and 8. However, there was an SES by grade interaction which
tended to confound this effect. High status children started
out high at grade 4 in comparison to low status children but
iecreased below low status children in their perception of wrong-
ness as they got older. Low status children increased in their
perception of the wrongness of child scold policeman at grade 6
and decreased to about the grade 4 level by grade G. White, low
stats children may be socialized to be more conventional and
rigid in viewing status relationships (Dolger & Ginandes, 1946;
Kohn, 1960); hence, as they got older, they were. less accepting
of child aggression tc policemen than were white, high status
children who may be reared to have a more flexible, equalitarian
perspective to authority (Bronfenbrenner, 1958; Miller & Swanson,
1960).

The statns rolc analysis afforded several important clari-

fications of the status problem.. Although there were no signifi-

cant grade differences for aggressor wrongness on child-attack-
adult, on two of the set pairs--child-scold-parent and scold-
policeman--a significant curvilinear decrease was noted. Ap-
parently the set analysis revealed a. tendency for older children
to dcemphasize the saliency of status in evaluating aggressor
wrongness. These trends seemed consistent with the general
status findings for victim wrongness which indicated a press
to equality (Kohlberg, 1963a, 1963b; Piaget, 1932) as well as
a tore situation specific orientatio-A with age.

The status-role analysis for aggressor ratings also provided
an important clarification of the adult-attack-child index.
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Although the status problem indicated no general change in adult
wrongness, the status-role analysis revealed that parents were
viewed as less wrong by older children. Moreover, children at
grades 6 and 3 saw parental aggression as less wrong than aggres-
sion from more distal, less intimate figures. Older children
may perceive scolding as a parental'"right" and parents as more
legitimate, justified authority figures.

There was a significant grade increase in the wrongness
of the victim on the following: children hitting children,
children scolding parents, children scolding teacher, and children
scolding policemen. Adults as the victims of children's aggression
were seen as more wrong by older children. Perhaps older children
developed feelings of greater equality and legitimacy as well as
a stronger motive for autonomy (Eisenstadt, 1962; Erikson, 1950;
Meister, 1956) which allowed them to justify aggressive action
toward authority. Consistent with this trend, there was signi-
ficant grade decrease in the wrongness of the victim in the par-
ents scolding children, teacher scolding children, and policeman
scolding children dyads. Even on parent hitting, there was a
curvilinear decrease in the wrongness of child victims: an in-
crease in wrongness from grades 4 to 6 was followed by a decrease
from grades 6 to 8 below the grade 4 level.

These age changes in victim ratings paralleled the general
status finding of increased adult wrongness and decreased child
wrongness. Just as the set analysis refinement indicated that
children felt more justified in e%pressing aggression toward adult
authority, as they got older they also felt that they were not as
wrong when they were the recipients of adult aggression. For older
children, power or status and "right" apparently were not synony-
mous (Baldwin, 1955; Emmerich, 1961).

There was. less discrimination between the various authority
figures in terms of victim wrongness as children got older. For
younger children, there was greater variance within the status
group, although the greatest difference was between status groups.
The convergence with increasing age noted for victim wrongness
ratings did not occur for the aggressor ratings where there was
some stability across grades. On aggressor ratings, overall status
still appeared to be the most important factor affecting children's
responses. For victim ratings, the younger children rated princi-
pally in terms of status while older children, reflecting crucial
developmental changes, considered status in relation to intent and
justification. (Dubin & Dubin, 1963; Kohn & Fiedler, 1961). Older
children, apparently more free from cultural press in making judge-
ments, evaluated more independently and more in terms of equity.
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B. Sex Differences

As found on the status indices, girls saw child aggression
toward other children or adult authority as more wrong than did
boys. There were significant differences on the children hitting
children, children scolding children, children scolding parents,
children scolding teacher, a.id children scolding policeman indices.

The status-role lnUysis clarified the ser difference found
on the adult attack child index. Boys saw aggressors as more wrong
than girls in only one situation: when parents were scolding their
children. Again, boys and girls diverged in their attitudes toward
aggression. Girls' greater negativity about children aggressing
adults suggested that they viewed aggression against a high status
figure as inavropriate and very wrong and that they were more
compliant toward parental authority and more accepting of parental
legitimacy (Sears, Rau & Alpert, 1965; Tuma tS, Livson, 1960). Girls'
more rigid stand against such aggressive action and their overall
more prosocial orientation to people may be attributed to se:' dif-
ferences in socialization (Kagan & Moss, 1962; Sears, Maccoby &
Levin, 1957).

Consistent with the findings on the status analysis, for
victim ratings there were significant sex differences on child-
hit-child and child-scold-child. In both cases, boys saw the
victim as being more wiOng than did girls again indicating that,
being more affiliative interpersonally (Lynn, 1962; Parsons, 1955;
Rebelsky, Alinsmith & Grinder, 1963), girls may be less inclined
than boys to rate victims wrong.

C. SES Differences

High status significantly more than low status children
felt that parents were wrong in hitting.children. On the other

hand, low status more than high status children saw children as
wrong in scolding parents. No SES difference emerged on parents
scolding children; evidently, high status children regarded only
the action of hitting, but not scolding, as more wrong. Consis-

tent with the interaction effect for children wrongness in scold-
ing policemen (p.U.S.9), low status more than high status children
seemed to be influenced by the status of the aggressor in deter-
mining wrongness. In a lower class subculture, authority rather
than action may be of higher salience (Davis & Havighurst, 1946;
Dolger & Ginandes, 1946; Maas, 1951). High status backgrounds
may socialize more elualitarian values.

There were no significant SES differences on victim ratings.
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D. Interview Data

Set, or the effect of both status and role, influenced
children's expectations about the consistency of rules for child-
ren and adults. In American culture individuals, regardless of
age, role, sex, socio-economic level, or ethnicity, are assumed
to adhgre to the same rules or laws and in like: manner should be
judged equally in instances of rule-breaking.

Since government, i.e., city and country, ''governed" both
status groups equally and was the only institution for which rules
were equally relevant, this response category waF most frequently
employed. Because of the nature of the question other institutions
were not as likely to be elected. For this reason a parallel an-
alysis of children's different perceptions of authority system was
not possible (see Tables IVD and IVE).

A substantial group of white children felt that the veatest
differences (41) occurred in applicath,n of community, city and
government rules; slightly more felt there were the greatest simi-
larities (50) in applying rules in this sphere. While 11 of the
grade 4 and 15 of the grade 8 group maintained that such rules were
different, a relatively stable, though higher, number over the
grades asserted samaness in applicability. The view of governmen-
tal equity was exemplified in this grade 4, high status girl's re-
joinder "The grown-ups can't steal and the children can't steal."
Ambivalence toward public law as a vehicle of equality seemed to
increase with age. Government rules as the major sphere of simi-
larities and divergencies revealed that children's sophistication
and skepticism about civic matters developed concomtantly.

Only family and school emerged with any frequency as in-
stitutions possessing different status standards. Rules for the

family and school varied for adults and. children, largely because
adults are less affected by home and educational regulations. Per-

ceiving differences in family rules, though, decreased significantly

with age: eight grade 4 arid only one grade 8 child espoused this

view. There was a significant curvilinear increase in the number
of children who felt that school rules differed for adults and

children. The home and school are arenas in which child-adult roles
are clearly defined; until maturity and experience prevail children

maintain a subordinate position.

The following interview segments captured the thrust of white

urban children's sentiments regarding varying treatment of the status

groups. One grade 4, high status boy replied to "Are there rules

that grownups have to obey that children don't?" with the following:
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Yes, laws, of a state. . . . Things like speeding. You
know, children can't drive a car until they are a certain
age. . . . Children might, well, do different things than
adults. . . . They don't have as much responsibility as
the adults like taking care of the family.

A grade 8, high status girl similarly observed:

Well, a grownup usually has to obey the rules of the coun-
try and the city and state more than children do, because
those rules are more or less geared to apply to adults.
The kids have to obey them but the person who will punish
the kids are the parents, so it's more or less the rules
of the parents and the country for the kids. . . . The
only superiors for the adults are the police and on their
job their superiors that work.

Interestingly, 20 children assumed that for "serious"
crimes, like killing or stealing, norms of eival treatment governed
adults and children. Boys responded in this way significantly more
frequently than girls. The opinions of these grade 4 and grade 8,
high status boys illustrate the single standard:

and

The kid should stop when it says, "Don'
in cars should stop when it says a red
they don't stop at the red light, they
Just go up and slug them for no reason
know about that, but it ain't good;

t walk," and parents
light. Well, if
get killed. . . .

at all, I don't

Criminal offenses. Murder, robbery, and let's see. Other
things of this sort again. . . . If you committed something
like that, it should be just the same, really:

These responses suggest that children see rules as the same. L
actual administration of justice for serious crimes in American
society, the sanctions for adults and children are applied dif-
ferently. "Legal" reality seemed less to determine the reactions
than the "moral" component. Children did not make any references
to the differential treatment given minors committing the same
serious crimes oy adults. Perhaps they lack knowledge about the
differences in the judicial process.

In answering the questions "Who can make you follow a
rule?" and "Who cannot make you follow a rule?" mother, father,
teacher, and--though somewhat lowerpoliceman emerged as major
rule-enforcers (see Table VIA). These authorities were mentioned
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consistently by the majority of children at all grade levels.
Such responses revealed sophistication about power relationships
and understanding of jurisdiction in home, school, community, and

government systems. Social class differences for the four figures
were striking: generally low status children chose all four fig-
ures more often than did high status children. These class dif-
ferences were significant on the mother and teacher figures.

Although pOliceman vac:, elected less often than father,
mother, or teacher, this response increased slightly with age
while for the other figures the response frequency declined some-
what. By grade 8, children saw mother, father, teacher, and police-
man as comparably potent. The slight increase for policeman and
the decreases in the other major figures suggested that older
children perceived the policeman as more powerful. Apparently

older children were more aware of the potentially unpleasant sanc-
tions which police possess and manipulate. These sanctions may
appear more frightening or serious than those commanded by parents,
teachers, or even government officials whose power also decreased
significantly with age. A grade 6, high status boy and a grade 8,
high status girl respectively exemplified the tie-in of power and
enforcement, "If it's the same rule all over the country, the police-
man could and the teacher or your parents could." and "In school the

teacher can make you follow rules or laws. At home it would be the

parents, and as far as speeding or stuff like that, the policeman

would."

As the PAR findings, clthough parent aggressors were des-
cribed as the most justified; i.e., least wrong, in meting out
disciplinary measures, overall there was little difference be-
tween authority figures by role. Inter-system support of the

power and sanctions seemed evident. The greater difference was

related to status distinctions.

Children's opinions about which figures could not make
them obey rules revealed the preeminence of other children. None

of the authority figures seen as powerful emerged as impotent
(compare Tables VIA and VIB). Concomitant with the increased

saliency of the peer group, younger children ware nominated less

by grade 8 and a curvilinear trend indicated that peers were seen
as less powerless. As one grade 6, low status girl summed it up,

"A child, a kid can't make you follow the rules." A high status,

grade 8 girl extended this view, "A baby, children can't boss you

around, or people your own age."

Consistent with the convergence of high and low status

figures, i.e., adults and children, on PAR victim wrongness ratings,

older children saw status peers as more influential and equal in
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aggressive interactions. The fact that status equals, i.e., children,
were seen as less powerful and authority figures as more powerful rule-
enforcers, though, supported the strong status distinctions between
aggressors on the PAR--the adults maintained their prerogative to
aggress to children. Children were not legitimate sources of power
as were adult authority figures, and, therefore, their aggression was
not as just and potent. Clearly peers, though important, did not
achieve the same level of efficacy in rule - enforcement as did adult
figures who control the reward and punishment systems.

In selecting the "worst" authority figure "to be punished by,"
35 children designated policeman (See Table IXA). A substantial num-
ber (22) of children chose father. The male authority figures, tradi-
tionally associated with severe disciplinary measures, not surprisingly
were. perceived as the worst punishers. Mother was selected consider-
ably less than father, although age patterns were the same for both
parental figures. Generally, older children judged it worse to be
punished by either parent, especially father. In contrast, the re-
verse pattern emerged for police: grade 4 children were signifi-
cantly more likely to choose the law enforcement official.

Supporting PAR conclusions, with maturity children valued
intimate, affiliative relationships with parents. Although they
may fear the threat of punishment, apparently it was worst to be
punished by a powerful figure with whom, they shared a meaningful,
emotional relationship. Kinship seemed more important with age
and impersonal, distal figures like policeman had less valence.
"Worst" to older children may also have connotations of psycho-
logical coercion absent in younger children's evaluations.

In response to the query why is it worst to be punished by
these authorities, a striking, though not surprising number (34)
stated that their punishment or rebuke was most severe and harsh
(see Table IXE). Presumably this reflected assessment of the re-
tributive punishment style of the male authority figures whose
strategies presented the greatest threat. This grade 4, high
status boy specified the logic behind his policeman choice "qell,
he sort of represents the government and government seems--it
just seems so powerful"; and another added, "T7ell he has a lot of
power so he might be able to send you to jail." A high status,
grade S girl discerned, "Because he has the hardest penalty." A
low status, grade 6 boy described father similarly, "Because he's
the one to obey and he's stronger." Severity which encompasses
power and harm of an unspecified type was the p_imary concern of
these children rather than affiliation or reputation. Apparently
psychological punishment was not as anxiety-producing as the
specter of power-laden but unknown coercion.

That only one child saw the teacher authority figure as
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worst punisher was consistent with the 30 children who reported
that it was least bad to be punished by the teacher (compare Tables
IXA and IXB). This pattern supported PAR findings wherein child
victims of teacher aggression, i.e., punishment or rebuke, were
least wrong. Children did not describe themse!.ves as having done
something very wrong when punished by this authority figure.
Children apparently did not ascribe as much status to the tea-
chers' role nor were they particularly fearful of teachers' dis-
ciplinary measures because teachers did not present severe threats.
The impact of teacher-power may be more negligible than expected
or desired.

Interestingly, mother--the other female authority figure- -

was selected by 18 children. Their differential perception of
the female authority figures as least bad (see Table IXB) and of
the male authority figures as worst (see Table IXA) was most
cogent in the split of the parental dyad, indicating a relation-

ship between estimates of punishment power and sex-related styles
of retribution. As one grade 8, high status boy observed, "Ycstr

mothers are usually soft hearted or something, and they don't like
hitting the kids." While 33 children did not know why females
were least bad, the primary reason acknowledged was that they were

least severe, most lenient, or most forgiving (see Table IXF).
This reaction to both teacher and mother supported the notion that
the teacher extends the nurturant role of the mother in the class-
room, and adopts, though in a universalistic rather than particular-

istic mode, many of the same disciplinary stratagems.

Policeman was chosen by 25 children in response to "t7ho is

it worst for you to punish?" (see Table IXC). The parent figures- -

mother and father-- were elected by 21 and 16 children respectively.

The crucial distinction between the parental dyad and the law en-

forcement official was that the former was chosen more while the

latter was chosen less with age. Also boys more than girls chose

policeman.

Children's patterns in answering "Why is it worst to punish?"

were consistent with parent-police age patterns (see Table IXG).

While significantly more younger children responded "gives the most

severe punishment," age trends suggested that older children were

increasingly concerned with interpersonal, affiliative relation-

ships. Younger children, in selecting police as the worst to pun-

ish and harshest, suggested that "worst" was interpreted as po-

tentially most dangerous or drastic. In contrast, oldez children

implied th-41 "worst" meant most wrong or least justified. Not

surprisingly, boys, who had chosen police more than girls, also

gave reasons of severity. Predictably, boys may be more concerned

about inferred physical punishment since it is more frequently
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used as a culturally-accepted deterrent, and in the case of police
recently an often adopted mode of control particularly against them.

These patterns lent credence to PAR data regarding the change
in rank order for child aggressor wrongness. At trade 4, children
scolding policemen were rated as more wrong than children scolding
parents. At grade 6 ow'. more markedly at grade 8, children scold-
ing parents were more wrong. Evidently older children felt that
aggression directed at parents, intimate and proximal figures, was
inapproprLte and disrespectful. A grade 4, low status boy des-
cribed policemen, "Try punishing him and you'll get a whack out
of that," and another grade 4, low status boy rejoindercd, "He
can punish a grownup and others." A grade 8, low status girl felt
it worst to punish her mother "Because I love and respect her."

Just as few white urban children nominated teacher as the
worst to punish so 25 children chose the teacher as the "least bad"
to punish (see Table IXD). Mother was chosen by 15 children; police-
man by 14. Teacher and mother were chosen more by younger children,
while the number of police choices significantly increased with age.

Child aggressors on the PAR also were least wrong, i.e.,
most justified, in aggressing teachers. Teacher victims of child
aggression were deemed more wrong than other authority figures in
similar aggressive exchanges. Also the shift in rank order with
age implied that it was less bad for children to "punish," or
"discipline, i.e., aggress, the police than parents. Teachers
or police who were resisted by children apparently were "deserving"
of their aggression. In order to be the recipients of aggression,
they had to have performed "badly."

Effect of Action

A paired comparison of hitting vs. scolding behavior clari-
fied the differences in perceived wrongness in aggressor confronta-
tions. On the paired aggressor indices, parents hitting vs. scold-
ing children and children hitting vs. scolding children, the hypo-
theses were confirmed. Hitting was seen as more wrong than scolding
(Lesser, 1959; Minturn & Lewis, 1968).

While hitting was Generally seen as worse than scolding, the
wrongness of the aggressive action was confounded by the age of the
child and the status of the aggressor. Status seemed to be more

important for younger children (Meister, 1956), while for older
children the type of aggressive behavior was most important. At

grade 4, child aggression, whether it be hitting or scolding, was
seen as more wrong than parent aggression. By ,Irade 8, hitting
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was rated as more wrong than scolding regardless of the status of
the aggressor. 'Mile the general trend was for the level of ag-
gressor wrongness to decrease with age, for the parent hit child
relationship there was slight increase in wrongness.

On the paired victim indices for children hitting vs. scold-
ing other children, the hypothesis was not confirmed. Children
being scolded by other children were seen as more wrong than child-
ren being hit. Similarly for parents aggressing children, being
scolded was more wrong than being hit. It may be that children
viewed hitting so negatively that the victim of hitting could never
have been as wrong as was the victim of scolding. Hence, children
tended to rate the victims of hitting as much less wrong.

Effect of Sex.

For aggressor ratings the rank order hypotheses were par-
tially confirmed. Female to female aggression was seen as more
wrong than male to mile aggression. Disconfirming hypothesis
1(b), though, males attacking males were generally perceived as
worse than miles attacking females. It should be noted that by
grade 8 there was no difference between the male attack mile and
mile attack female indices. (See Figures Pll Se., P15 Se, Pll
SES, & P15 SES). The fact that females were rated more wrong at
grade 4 than at grade n suggested that society may ocialiv.e

children to be more elunlitarian in their assessment of the sexes
(Cohen, 1961; Kinch h Bowerman, 1951; Parsons, 1955).

The rank order hypotheses for victim ratings were partially
confirmed. Contra7y to prediction, females beinr, attackni by fe-
males were seen .-V more wrong than males being attacked by female : ;.
But supporting hypothesis 2(a), female victim of male aggression
were worse than male victims of male aggression.

There was no difference between indices involving same !:e
aggression. The biT:est difference between victim rat in, was be-

tteen those involving cross-se awlression. 1:oreover, it 3-. the

younger children who rated the female high and the mile low on
victim wrongnes. in cross-sex aggression. These victim ratings
may have reflected the strong condemnation of females in aggres-
sive situatiow, previously indicated by the aggressor ratings.
By grade 8 there vls virtually no difference in victim wrongness
ratings, again indicating th3t older children intcrnali...ed more
e4ual standards in evaluating males Ind fernile!;. (Sec Tables P11

P15).



U.S. 19

A. Age Differences

Three of the aggressor indices showed significant grade
changes: male attack male, female attack female, and female
attack male. In general, the wrongness of aggresors decreased
with age. Specifically most changes occurred betwLen grades 6
and 8. Older children appeared to have moderated their attitudes.
As previously noted, with maturity they increasingly developed the
ability to discriminate among situations of aggression as well as
among other social and cognitive areas (Kohlberg, 1063a, 1963b;
Piaget & Inhelder, 1953) and thus were not automatically as cri-
tical of aggressive behavior. The fact that only male aggressors
in interaction with female victims did not decrease in wrongness
suggested that a cultural value regarding such behavior as ungentle-
manly, inappropriate, and very wrong, possibly began affecting
children's perceptions.

For victim ratings, there were significant grade char.-,es
on three of the se:: indices. On two of these indices, males
attack males and males attack females, the change was curvilinear.
There was an increase in the perceived wrongness of the victim of
male aggression from grades 4 to 6, followed by a decrease in
wrogness from grades 6 to 8. On the third inde, female attacks
male, grade change varied depending on the se:: of the ch!Adren
rating the situation. At grade 4, girls felt that male victims
were much more wrong than did boys at that grade level. By grade
8, however, there was virtually no difference in the evaluations
of boys and girls. As boys got older, they tended to feel that
the victim was more wrong. This change would seem to indicate
that younger children tended to rate victims in terms of their
se n identity, that is, girls rated males less favorably while
boys rated males more favorably (Campbell, 1939; Hartley, 1959).
By grade 8, this 'se:--biased' response set disappeared. In older
children other values especiall: significant to be 's were probably
operative in determining children's ratings.

B. Se Differences

Significant sen differences occurring on all aggressor in-
dices indicated a clear identification pattern. In inr_ra -sew.

relationships, female attack female and male attack male, girls
tended to view the aggressor as more wrong than did boys. On
the cross -se:: indices, male attack female and female attack male,
girls and boys rated their own se :: as most right: girls felt
that the male was wrong in aggressing against a female and boys
felt that females were wrong when they aggressed against a male
(Lynn, 1964).
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Two factors appeared significant in determining children's
perceptions of non-compliant behavior. first, girls teno.ed to rate
aggressive action as more wrong than boys. Cultural press on fe-
male children to inhibit overt aggressive impulses may have been
operative (Barry, Bacon & Child, 1957; Lansky et al., 1961; Sears,
1961; Sears et al., 1957). The second factor involved boys rating
female aggression as wrong and girls rating the male as wrong.
This suggested that se:' identification affected perception in
viewing the action of members of the opposite sex (Kagan, 1958;
Kagan, 1964). The action of aggression in this instance seemed
secondary to the sex of the person exhibiting the behavior.

Significant sex differences occurred on both indices in
which the victim was female, male attack female and female attack
female. As might have been expected from previous discussion,
boys tended to rate female victims as much more wrong than did
girls.

C. SES Differences

There were no significant SES differences on any of the
aggressor or victim indices.

D. Interview Dntn

The majority of children in the interview sample (40)
felt that rules were the same for boys and girls (see Table IVA).
According to these urban whites, rules were applied consistently.
The expectation of equal application decreased significantly with
age: at grade 4, 17 children saw rules as the same for both sexes;
at grade 8, only 10 children shared this opinion. Typical res-
ponses were reflected in these two grade 4, high status girls'
observations "They have to make everything fair by making sure
that everyone follow the same rules so some people don't and some
people do." and "Yes, because they really aren't any different,
they're still children." By grade 8, the position held by fewer
subjects was stated by this high status boy, "Yeah, you know, it's
people, the rules are for people, not just one sex."

Concomitant with this age-related decrease was an age-
related increase for 16 children who believed that while some
rules were the same for boys and girls, others were different.
lath age, children apparently experienced more differential
treatment in rule-applicability. Unexpectedly, the dominant
cultural value of equal treatment was not the experiential one;
differential treatment related to sex appeared to be increasingly
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common. Perhaps a less absolute experience or "legalistic" inter-
pretation of the meaning of rules imreasingly influenced children's
congnitions,

14.1
In contrast, on the PAR, aggressor and victim wrongness

ratings for both males and females were less different with matur-
ity, suggesting that children in their assessments applied equal
standards to both sexes. Perhaps not inconsistently, while older
children discerned the discretionary nature of adult rule appli-
cability as evidenced by the interview question, in their own
judgments of male and female wrongness they were more equalitar-
ian. Evidently, their experiences of equalitarianism did not
match their expectations and their interview responses reflected
their actual experiences and societal realities. The PAR assess-
ments revealed the alleged dominant values of equality which
children internalized as most just. Possibly the subtleties of
society's double messages about rule consistency were revealed
by these two instruments.

Out of 61 children, 29 felt that boys get away more with
breaking rules than girls, 18 children felt that girls held the
advantage, and 12 felt that one sex gets away with rule-breaking
as often as the other (see Table VIID). By grade 8, both sexes
were seen as equally able to escape detection. Nevertheless,
across grades boys maintained their "superiority" in avoiding
discovery.

The most prevalent position, i.e., that boys escape detec-'
tion more, was articulated by a high status, grade 4 girl, "Well,
I think that boys do. . . . They like to get mad at us and tell
on us and get us in trouble." and by one low status, grade 4 boy
who noted, "They're bigger and stronger." Older children's,
particularly boys', views on the effect of sex were aptly re-
presented by this high status, grade 8 boy:

Girls, I guess. Cause most people think girls are
supposed to be goody-goody and all and that they don't
do anything bad. And most boys, some are hoods and
stuff like that. And ah, I don't know, they just go
stealing stuff and insulting people and kidaappine and
stuff like that.

As illustrated by these observations, children elected
one sex or the other as more able to elude detection rather than
indicating that they thought both sexes were equally facile in
avoiding e%posure.

The higher frequency, indicating that boys, particularly
at younger ages, get away more than girls with breaking rules,
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was consistent with the PAR rankings of male aggressors, again
at younger ages, as less wrong than female aggressors in parallel
exchanges. Aggressive male behavior, generally considered more
appropriate, was more likely to go undetected and less strongly
condemned.

Effect of Sex, Role and Action

An analysis by individual figures yielded some additional
information and further clarified the findings of the status, set,
and sex problems. (See Tables P9 & P13).

A. Age Differences

For aggressor ratings on the child attack child status
index, there was a significant decrease in perceived wrongness
with increasing age. The status-role analysis indicated that
this was true for both hitting and scolding activity. This
significant relationship, though, did not hold for all figure
pairs within these groupings. Although generally child aggres-
sion against a child decreased in wrongness, girls hitting girls,
boys hitting girls, and boys scolding girls were not more justi-
fied with age. Quite notably, boys aggressing to girls whether
physically or verbally were not more justified (Minturn & Lewis,
1968). Normative values about gentlemanly behavior undoubtedly
affected children's generally more liberal attitudeitoward ag-
gression in equalitarian situations.

The status and role problem analysis revealed a linear
decrease across grades in aggressor wrongness on child saold
police and a significant curvilinear grade difference in ag-
gressor wrongness on child scold parent. The figure analysis
further refined these findings. Analyzing child scold police
by figure pairs revealed for boy scolding a linear decrease in
aggressor wrongness and for girl scolding no main grade effect.
For tha child scold parent index, there was a curvilinear effect
only on the girl scold father dyad such that an increase in wrong-
ness at grade 6 was followed by a rapid decrease in wrongness
below the grade 4 level. Not children generally, but only the
aggressive behavior of "Daddy's little girl," was seen by grade
8 as more acceptable. Such behavior may be interpreted as more
playful and less hostile and serious. Overall, though, a cultural

taboo against children scolding parents generally remained opera-
tive for children regardless of their age (Bandura, 1960; Bandura
& Walters, 1959; Berkowitz, 1962; Minturn & Lamtert, 1964; Sears,
Maccoby & Levin, 1957).

Also according to the set dimension, there were significant
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grade differences on the wrongness of parents and of teachers
aggressing children. The figure analysis clarified these effects:
the significant change occurred when boy victims were involved.
Both mother and father scolding sons and mother hitting sons de-
creased in wrongness with age. Older children saw parent aggres-
sion toward sons as less wrong and more legitimate, possibly re-
flecting their experiences, observations, and/or the cultural
norm that "boys do bad things more" (Kagan, 1964). In the case
of teacher aggression the findings were less dramatic. There
was a curvilinear relationship wherein a rapid increase in
teacher wrongness in scolding boys was followed by a decrease
at grade 8 to slightly below the grade 4 level.

Significant decrease in aggressor wrongness with age held
for all figure pairs on female-attack-male and for most figures
oa male-attack-male. The few exceptions within male-attack-male
pairs did not suggest any meaningful patterns. The figure analysis
yielded particularly interesting findings for the female-attack-
female pairs. Although on the sex problem there was a significant
decrease in aggressor wrongness on the female-attack-female index,
the figure analysis demonstrated this to be valid only for the
girl-scold-girl dyad, the equalitarian, peer-to-peer dyad.

The figure clarifications for victim wrongness generally
were consistent with those for aggressor wrongness. On previous
analyses all adult victims of child aggression increased in
wrongness; the trend held for seven out of eight relevant figure
pairs. Also these analyses revealed that child victims of adult
aggression were considered less wrong by older than by younger
children. Again, as might be expected in terms of the aggressor
wrongness findings, sons as victims of mothers' hitting and
scolding were not considered less wrong with age. With maturity,
children apparently recognized that boys may "do bad things" and
that the punishment they incurred way be well deserved. Also the
figure analysis revealed that daughter victims of father hitting
were not perceived of as more justified. It may be that children,
regardless of age, felt that a father--a male--would not hit a
daughter--a female--unless he were pushed; that is, the child must
be deserving of it. Also in the equal dyads, not children gener-
ally, but more specifically girls and boys hit by girls were in-
creasingly more wrong with age. Again this distinction would seem
to imply that children perceived of boy and girl victims as having
done something very wrong to be hit by a girl, since under ordinary
circumstances a girl supposedly would not employ physical aggres-
sion.

On the sex problem there was a curvilinear grade effect on
the wrongness of a male being attacked by another male such that
at grade 6 there was a sharp increase in the trend of victim
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wrongness. The figure analysis yielded important clarifications

of what was operative within these male pairs. For male attack

male, only high status victims in uneival paired relationships,

i.e., boys scolding father and boys scolding police, were rated

significantly more wrong with age. Low status victims, i.e.,

sons hit and scolded by fathers and boys scolded by policemen,

were rated as significantly less wrong with age. As might be

consistently predicted, although there was slight increase in

wrongness, the change across grades was not significant for

victim wrongness on the equal status pairs--boys being hit and

being scolded by boys. These divergent patterns within the male

attack male index again indicated the extreme, if not preeminent,

importance of status factors on children's perceptions.

For the other same sex aggression pair, female attack

female, there were no significant grade differences on the sex

analysis. The figure analysis revealed, though, important and

supportive findings. Daughter victims of mother hitting and
scolding decreased in wrongness with age, while mother victims

increased in wrongness. Again, a strong status influence ap-
peared to be operative (Berkowitz, 1962; Cohen, 1955; Graham,

1951). Also in peer-to-peer aggression girl victims of hitting

were perceived as significantly more wrong across grades--the

only peer-to-peer increase that reached significance for same

sex aggressive behavior.

The sex analysis revealed a curvilinear decrease for

female victims of male aggression; the analysis by specific
figure pairs refiRed and clarified this finding. There was

a significant grade effect, a linear change, for three of the

six male-attack-female figures. Consistent with the saliency

of status found on the same sex indices, older children rated

girls being scolded by policemen and daughters being scolded

by fathers as significantly less wrong. The only high status

victim within the male-attack-female grouping, mother scolded

by son, increased in wrongness across grades..

The figure analysis strongly suggested that grade dif-

ferences were more appropriately understood in terms of the
status rather than the sex dimension. Even on female-attack-

male in which sex appeared to be an important consideration in

influencing children's perceptions, there was a significant
increase by age in the wrongness of high status victims and,

although not significant, movement toward decreasing wrongness
of low status victims. Clearly regardless of the sex of the
figures, older children tended to evaluate high status, au-
thority figure victims as more wrong and were less likely to
identify "rightness" or legitimacy with authority (Baldwin,
1955; Emmerich, 1961).
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B. Sex Differences

The figure analysis yielded important clarifications
of the general sex differences found for aggressor ratings
on the status and set problems. On two of the status indices,
children attack children and children attack adults, girls saw
the aggressor as more wrong than did boys. This finding held
across all relevant pairs in the set analysis, i.e., for child-

ren scold parents, teachers, and policemen and for children htt

and scold other children. The general pattern for children
wrongness in aggressing adults (Minturn & Lambert, 1964) held

throughout the figure analysis except that there was no signi-
ficant sex difference at all for the girl-scold-mother pair.

The most salient refinement occurred on the child-attack-
child pairs. The more detailed analysis by the identity of
specific figure pairs revealed that girls saw aggressors as
significantly more wrong than did boys for the four same sex
aggressor pairs, i.e., girl scold and hit girl and boy scold

and hit boy, and for boy scold and hit girl. Boys over girls,

though, saw aggression as more wrong in the girl hit boy and

girl scold boy dyads. Aside, then, from a pattern on same-sex
figure pairs which suggested that girls generally view physical
and verbal aggression more negatively (Mischel, 1966; Sears
et al., 1957), a strong se-. identification pattern emerged on
the cross-sex figure pairs consistent with the findings of the
sex problem; that is, girls and boys identified with their oun

sex type (Kagan, 1958; Kagan, 1964). Girls perceived boys ag-
gressing girls both physically and verbally more wrong than did
boys, and quite consistently boys in comparison to girls per-
ceived girls hitting or scolding boys as less justified, i.e.,
more. wrong (Lynn, 1964).

A third significant se.: effect on the status dimension was
that boys saw the aggressor in the adult attack child index as
more wrong than did girls; the set analysis indicated this signi-
ficant set: difference held only on parent scold child, but not

for teacher or police scold child. The more detailed analysis
by the identity of specific figure pairs revealed that boys saw
aggressors as significantly more wrong than did girls on mother

scold son, teacher scold boy, and police scold boy. Consistent

with the finding that girls saw child aggressors as more wrong,
boys' higher ratings of authority figure wrongness supported the
notion that girls were more conforming and status oriented (Blake

& Mouton, 1961; Kohn, 1959). A further examination of the items

on which boys and girls significantly differed suggested an ad-

ditional component; boys saw adult aggressors as more wrong when
the victim was a boy, which may mean that for boys factors of
identification more strongly affected their judgment.
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The figure analysis introduced some crucial clarifications
of sex differences on the sex problem. On the sex problem, girls
saw aggressors as more wrong on female attack female, male attack
male, and male attack female, and boys saw aggressors as more wrong
on female attack male. The se: problem masked, though, crucial
effects. For each sex indez, the figure analysis -avealed the
saliency of status considerations in differentiating between boys
and girls. Regardless of the sex of the aggressor or victim or
whether the aggression was within or between sexes, for the un-
equal dyads on which there were sex differences, low status ag-
gressors were consistently rated as more wrong by girls than by
boys and, as might be expected, in the two instances of se:: dif-
ferences in evaluating high status aggressor wrongness boys rated
the aggressor as more wrong. These differences reflected girls'
more conventional and compliant attitude toward the legitimacy
of authority figures (Hess & Torney, 1967; Patel & Gordon, 1960).
On children's ratings of equal dyads, status and authority con-
cerns did not affect or confound their appraisals; therefore,
differential sex-linked orientations and identification pro-
cesses were more clearly operative. For within sex aggression,
male attack male and female ftttack female, girls saw aggressors
as more wrong. Girls predictably displayed a more pro-social
style (Sears, 1961) and more negative feelings about aggressive
behavior (Kohn, 1960). In cross sex peer to peer interaction,
both boys' and girls' ratings reflected se:: role identification
patterns. Boys raced girl aggressors hitting and scolding boys
as more wrong and girls rated boys hitting and scolding girls as
morewrong (Campbell, 1939; Hartley, 1959).

The status and set problems indicated significant sea:
differences for victim ratings on the child-scold-child and child-
hit-child dyads. For both pairs, boys saw the victim as more
wrong. The figure analysis for victims yielded findings suppor-
tive of the general figure trends. As would be expected, girls
rated the victim more wrong on the girl-hit-boy and girl-scold-
boy pairs, and boys rated the victim more wrong on the boy-hit-
girl and boy-scold-girl pairs. Also boys rated the victim more
wrong on the girl-scold-girl pair which, in conjunction with the
significantly lower rating by boys of aggressor wrongness in peer
to peer interaction, would suggest (1) boys see aggression as
potentially more justifiable and legitimate and (2) the victim
may share a responsibility for, if not have provoked, the act.

Although there were no significant sex differences on
either the status or set problem for the wrongness of child
victims of adult aggression, the figure analysis yielded con-
sistent results. Boys saw victims as more wrong more frequently
than did girls, but these ratings were in girl victim dyads;
that is, father hit daughter, mother hit daughter, father scold
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daughter, teacher scold girl, and policeman scold girl. As might
be expected, the one dyad in which girls' wrongness ratings were
higher was on a boy victim pair--teacher scold boy.

There were no significant sex differences for the wrong-
ness of adult victims of child aggression on the status, set,
and figure analyses. For victim wrongness on the sex problem,
there were sex differences only on female attack female and male
attack female; boys rated the victim as more wrong. This general
finding held for the figure pairs in each grouping although for
the former index only two of six relationships were significantly
different, mother hit daughter and girl scold girl, and for the
latter index there was no significant sex difference in the wrong-
ness of a mother being hit by a son.

On the female attack male figure pairs, there were no
significant sex findings which overall did not affect the index.
These were the only pairs for which girls' ratings of victims
were significantly higher than boys. Gies rated boy victim of
hitting and scolding by girls as more wrong. This, taken in con-
junction with boys' ratings of the wrongness of girl victims hit
or scolded by boys, suggested a sex identification process af-
fected children's ratings paralleling the process previously dis-
cussed for aggressor wrongness.

On the male-attack-male figures, there were no significant
sex differences for victim wrongness ratings.

C. SES Differences

For the status problem, high status more than low status
children felt that an adult aggressor attacking a child was wrong
(Falk, 1959; Mussen & Naylor, 1954; Pope, 1953). On the set di-

mension, this significant finding held only for parent hit child.

Also the set analysis indicated that low status children rated
child aggressors scolding parents as more wrong than did high
status children. The analysis by individual figure pairs ex-
panded upon and clarified these results. For all four parent
hitting dyads, high status children gave higher aggressor wrong-

ness ratings. On the boy-scold-father and boy-scold-mother
pairs, low status children rated aggressors as more wrong. Par-

ticularly, then, the figure analysis supported basic theories
about class differences in family life. Lower class children

appeared to be more conventional in their acceptance of the
legitimacy of parental authority and much less democratic and
flexible about family interactional styles (Dolger & Ginandes,
1946; Tuma & Livson, 1960). Some of their traditionalism also

may be reflected in the fact that low status children were more
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judgmental than high status children about the legitimacy of
girls employing scolding behavior against girls. Furthermore,

although on the status and set dimension no SES differences
were indicated for victim ratings, there was a significant dif-
ference on the mother hit daughter figure pair. Consistent with

the SES difference on the wrongness of a mother hitang a daughter,
low status children rated daughters more wrong than did high sta-
tus children.

There were no significant SES differences on the sex
problem for aggressor and victim ratings. The few SES differ-

ences for individual figures did not suggest any potential sex

dimension trends. Consistent with previous discussion, class
differentiation largely related to the relative status of the
aggressor or victim.

D. interview Data

The predominant belief for these urban white children
was that rules were the same for boys and girls (see Table IVA).

Most children (43), and significantly at grade 4, did not know

or could not indicate which rules were different (see Table IVC).

Only ten children felt that age and status accounted for differ-
ential, applications of rules. More grade 8 children conveyed

this sentiment. Only five grade 6 children observed that family
rules were different for boys and girls, two grade 8 children
felt that government rules differed, and one grade 8 child noted
that childhood rules differed for each sex.

A typical array of answers were reflected in this grade
6, high status boy's disclosures:

Well, like in my family, the boys would have different
jobs and there are rules . . I've got to mow the lawn

and my sisters might have to clean the room-. . . . But

generally, the whole country and everything it would be
that they are the same. . . . You know, if you can drive

the car, you are as equal as the person ne::t to you.

This grade 8, low status girl further elucidated these feelings:

Well, some types of rules aplly to the boys more than

they do the girls. Such as rules about fighting and
things like this, because boys usually fight more than

girls. And rules about using things such as the iron
or stove would apply more to girls, because they are

more likely to be,using that kind of thing. . . Well,

rules [are the-teme in] like things about no talking in
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school. . . 'Tell, these kinds of rules apply to both
boys and girls because they need to do these things.
Thereas the other type of rules are, well, they apply
more to the person who commits the offense or of the
person who is most likely to commit the offense.

The recognition of status levels a3 spheres of influence suggested
awareness of difference:, in expectations, responsibility, and
distribution of power related to age.

The primacy of status considerations on the interview
luestion on differences in rule-applicability paralleled the
major finding of the Figure analysis on the PAR. Differences
between figure oairs revealed the crucial effect of the status
dimension.

Summary and Discussion

Status was an important determinant of perceived
gressor wrongness. Adults attacking children were consistently
rated as least wrong, i.e., most justifiable, while children
attacking adults were rated most wrong. Children ap-arently
identified status with legitimacy. Status considerations cru-
cially affected children's judgments at all grade levels. Al-
though in equal, peer-to-peer interaction older children saw
aggression less negatively, for uneaual dyads their assessments
did not alter. Older children considered the justifiability of
the behavior on child attack child, where status was not at
issue.

Important developmental changes were suggested by the
victim findings. Although child victims of adult aggression
were seen as most wrong, with maturity children saw children
attacked by adults as increasingly le,.s wrong and adults at-
tacked by children as increasingly more wrong. Older children
did not recognize status as an absolute, infallible criterion
for legitimacy. Concomitant with approaching adolescence,
children interact more with the peer group and experience
greater opportunities for role experimentation and social par-
ticipation. This orientation is coupled with increased motives
for autonomy; hence, equalitarian principles and a questioning
attitude toward adult authority may emerge as salient.

Girl-bey differences toward aggression noneared on all
status indices. Girls, socialized to be more conforming, if-
filiative and accepting of the legitimacy of authority, rated
children aggressing adults and children aggressing other child-
ren more negatively than did boys. Furthermore, on the latter
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index, girls more than boys rated the victim less wrong, i.e.,
as wrongfully victimized. Boys, in contrast, reared to be more
independent, :assertive, and non-compliant, were mc,re critical
of and rebellious toward adults' aggressive and punishing acti-
vities.

Socio-economic status differences emerged on only one
status index. High status children felt that adults attacking
children were more wrong than did low status children. The

influence of socio- economic status on socialization styles may
result in high st.;,,tus children being more elualitnrinn and les:
obedient ifi interaction with authority fi7ures.

Although role was not as salient n dimension as status
and there was greater variance between than within status gronv-
ings, the analysis by status-role, i.e., !et, clarified the
status indices. Older children generally considered parents
the least wrong vgressors, and conversely rated children :.:.1st
wrong in aggressing to parent:. 17ith maturity, children in-
creasingly seemed to feel that child aggression in an intimate,
familial situation was disresoectful and interper:onally dis-
ruptive. Yet, children recognized the "right" of parents, in
comparison to distal authority figures, to scold and punish
children. Unlike trends for the other authority figures, older
children saw parent: scolding as less wrong. In contrast to
parents and the police, children ranked teachers as the most
wrong aggressors and children as least wrong in scolding ten-
cher figures. Evidently, children discerned teacher: a: low
status, not very powerful authority figures and, in comparison
to other adults, did not view their punishing actions .as "right"
and just per se or their being scolded ls "wronl" and illegiti-
mate per se.

There were only slight differences between victim wrong-
ness ratings, particularly at grade B. Consistent with the :ag-

gressor rank ord.r, though, child victims of teacher aggression
were rated less wrong and teacher victim: of child aggression
were rated most wrong. These findings supported the conclusion
that teachers are not compelling authority figure: and receive
less deference.

An age difference emerged for adult_ aggressor wrongness
on the set analysis. lith maturity, children gave lower wrong-
ness rating, to children scolding parents and pol ice. Consis-
tent with age pntterns for victim wrongness ratines, this trend
suggested that legitimacy and status are not synonymous.

!nth one important clarificntion, the 'ea differences on
the set problem parnlIeled the status findings. Boys rated only
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-aunts, not policemen and teachers, more wrong than did girls.
in relation, then, to the personal, proximal authority
that sex differences appeared most vividly. Interest -

:; -1y, boys and girls differed only in assessing parent scolding,
a,t hitting. Girls may be so negative toward hitting, a cul-
tur.-Ily taboo behavior, that considerations of the action af-
;zted their judgments more than considerations of status, re-
sAting in girls and boys seeing parental hitting similarly.

The importance of the family authority figure emerged
ar;ain in terms of SES differences. High status more than low
str.tus children felt parents were wrong in hitting children,
.71.A low status more than high status children thought children
ware wrong in scolding parents. Particularly in relation to
tic fanily network and familial interaction, high status child-
ren may be socialized to hold more evalitarinn values. The
zze! by SES interaction for aggressor wrongness on the child

police index suggested that SES differences in rearing
::tices and experiences may more generally develop different

i:Iteractional styles.

Hitting was generally perceived as more wrong than
-zolr'ing. For young children, status was more important than
r.:tion, any parental aggression being more Justified than any

aggression. By grade 8, however, children developed a
r-!-1 flexible, clualitarian view of authority, and the type of
r7,,,,resiive behavior became more importnnt in determining ag-
1:ef;sor wrongness. Hence, parents hitting children were seen
5 :ore wrong than children scolding children.

Children rated victim wrongness in terms of the type of
:;ggressive action. Child victims of child hitting were less

than child victims of child scolding. Similarly, children
;iv:lc:ally punished by their parents were less wrong than child-
:c.n scolded by parents. Children may judge victims of hitting
.!!: less wrong because they view hitting so negatively that vic-
tims of physical aggression could not possibly be ns wrong as

of verbal aggression. Apparently the behavior involved
crucially influenced children's assessments of the legitimacy
of the victim.

The sex nnnlysis indicated that children wore more nega-
tive to female than to male aggression. These differences in
ratings i.splied a strong cultural bias against female aggressive
activity. Interestingly, though, differences were stronger at
nrnde 4 than at grade 8, suggesting thnt American society socia-
lizes elunlitnrinn values in children. Furthermore, with matur-
ity, children saw all aggression except mnles nggressing females
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as increasingly less wrong. Although children at grade 3 still
described this form of aggression as most acceptable, the fu't
that it remained stable while other aggressive dyads decreased
in wrongness may mean that children gradually were internalizing
an additional norm about the relationship between sexes:

overt experessions of hostility from a man against a woman may
be somewhat ungentlemanly and inappropriate.

Children saw few, if any, substantial differences be-
tween the se::: indices for victim wrongness ratings. Younger
children rated female victims of male aggression more wrong
than male victims of female aggression, but by grade 3 vir-
tually no difference in victim wrongness remained, intimating
that children applied equalitarian norms in evaluating males
and females. Significant variation by age for victim wrongness
ratings overall showed no striking trend. The decrease with
age in aggressor wrongness resulted in less variance between
aggressor and victim wrongness ratings. Evidently older child-
ren, adopting a more equalitarian, situation spccific posture,
saw aggressors and victims as equally wrong and equally res-
ponsible for the aggressive exchange.

Girl-boy differences were more illuminating than age
differences on the sex problem. As might be expected from the
sex differences on the status and set analyses, girls--social-
ized to be more affiliative, conforming, and pro-socialwere
more negative about aggressor wrongness than were boys cn the
same sex indices; female attack female and male attack male.
On the cross-se dyads, though, se identification influza,:c(1

children's assessments. Children rating opposite sex aggressors
gave higher wrongness ratil.gs than children rating sari.: so( ag-
gressors. Consistent with response patterns on agc-:essor
boys tended to rate female victims as much more wro%g tIlan
girls.

The figure analysis demonstrated the determinative r-
lationship between status and se': of aggressors and victims.
For example, although with maturity child aggression
a child declined in wrongness, boys physically and verbally
aggressing girls were not more justified. The sex of th
aggressor apparently affected children's generally ro::ip.oeal
and liberal attitude toward aggression in equalitaria..1 situa-
tions; it was inappropriate and perhaps conflicted for a boy
to aggress to a girl. Similarly, sex of the victim affected
children's aggressor wrongness ratings for parents and teachers
aggressing children. Older children assessed authority figures
as more legitimate and less wrong only in aggression directed
against boys. Uith age, children apparently believe boys, not
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girls, do "bad things"; hence, the authority figures were con-
sidered less wrong and more appropriate or just in chastising
them.

Just as the sex of the figure clarified status relation-
ships, so status clarified se:. patterns. Considerations of
status decisively affected children's judgments of both aggres-
sors and victims. Although the se:: analysis revealed that fe-
males attacking females were rated less wrong, the decrease in
aggressor wrongness occurred only on the girl scold girl dyad
where status could not affect assessments. Furthermore, for
all sex indices, divergent age patterns in victim wrongness
highlighted the importance of status. Uith maturity, children
judged high status victims in unequal paired encounters as more
wrong, but rated low status victims as less wrong. As discussed
previously in the status analysis, older children tended to eva-
luate high status victims as more wrong and were less likely to
equate authority with legitimacy regardless of the sex of the
figures.

Figure clarification of the status, set, and sex problems
also articulated the effect of seN role identification on child-
ren's judgments. For both the child attack child figure pairs
and the adult attack child figure pairs, identification processes
were operative. Girls, revealing their provsocial, affiliative
socialization, rated aggressors more wron6 than did boys on the
same sex, equal status dyads. However, on the cross-sex, equal
status indices, girls ranked boy-to-girl aggression higher and
boys ranked girl-to-boy aggression higher. Similarly, sex identi-
fication affected boys' judgments for adult wrongness in attacking
children. Boys perceived adults more wrong in interactions in
which boys were being castigated. Apparently, boys were more
autonomous and rebellious in their behavior visa -vis authority
figures and more strongly identified with the victims in judging
aggressor wrongness. Se:: differences in victim wrongness ratings
paralleled the sex identification pattern found on aggressor
ratings. Girls and boys condoned child victims of the same seN
and condemned child victims of the opposite sex in peer-to-peer
and adult-child interactions.

On the sex indices, just as on the status indices, the
effect of se:: identification was more pervasive in equal inter-
actions. On the peer-to-peer dyads, when status considerations
did not affect children's judgment, sex identification processes
emerged more clearly. On these indices, in evaluating both ag-
gressor and victim wrongness in cross-sex aggression children
rated their own ser more positively. For the same sex aggres-
sion, girls remained more critical and negative about aggression.



U.S. 34

Sex differences on the sex indices also revealed the im-
portance of status considerations. Girls were more conforming
and accepting of authority figures. In unelual dyads, regard-
less of se:, low status aggressors were rated more wrong by
girls and high status aggressors were rated more wrong by boys.

Also significant SES effects indicated the differential
influence of background considerations. Socio-economic status
differences emerged on the family interaction indices implying
that on both aggressor and victim ratings low SES more than high
SES children were more accepting of authority and disparaging of
independent, non-conforming behavior by children to parental
figures.

Status and sex seemed to crucially affect children's per-
ceptions. Girls and boys and younger and older children clearly
attended to these characteristics in judging wrongness. Further
work systematically varying status and sev dimensions would arti-
culate the saliency of each and the interaction between the two.
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United States: Black Sample

Effect of Status

The results of the aggressor ratings confirmed the hypotheses.
Black children saw adult aggxession toward a child as much less
wrong than child aggression to peers and to adults. Child aggres-
sion to adults was seen as most wrong, i.e., least justifiable.
Furthermore, the large differences in aggressor wrongness between
the three status groupings were maintained across grade levels.
(See Figures Pll P16 Sex, P12 SES, & P16 SES).

Black children tended to view aggressive action in terms
of the status of the aggressor relative to the victim. The rank
order of aggressor wrongness suggested that children justified
the behavior of authority figures. If in the dyad the aggressor
had higher status, he or she was perceived as less wrong whereas
low status aggressors were seen as most wrong. For aggressor
ratings, children generally identified status with fairness (Hess
& Torney, 1965; Minturn & Lewis, 1968).

The results of the victim ratings were more complex. A
status - orientation was not consistently operative in the child-
ren's ratings of the wrongness of the victim. In assessing
victim wrongness, unlike aggressor wrongness, children tended
to be conflicted about, if not questioning of, traditional
values toward the legitimacy of authority. The rank order hypo-
theses were not confirmed at any grade level. Although cross
grades in the equal status, child attack child dyad the victim
was rated less wrong than on the other status indices, in un-
balanced dyads the relative wrongness of the victim shifted
with age. Younger children felt that a low status victim--a
child being attacked by an adult--was most wrong; however, by
grade 8 the high status, adult victim was seen as much more
wrol,z than the low status, child victim. Young children ap-
peared to be status-oriented and to respect authority relation-
ships (Emmerich, 1961). A child must have done something very
wrong to be punished by an adult, and an adult victim - -an
authority figure--could not possibly be as wrong as the child
victim. The responses of older children reflected a more equal
perception of.power relationships (Hess & Torney, 1965; Meister,
1956). They felt high status victims were not per se any less
wrong than low status victims. Apparently, with increasing age
there was a push to equality suggesting developmental changes
(Kohlberg, 1963a, 1963b; Piaget, 1948).

Children seemed to become increasingly more confident in
themselves and more skeptical of adults. Developmental theory
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would argue that the older children had 1 clearer perception of
their own identity, a stronger motivn for independent behavior,
and a more questioning attitude toward the justification of
adult action (Dubin & Dubin, 1963; Kohlberg, 1963b). Older
subjects did not necessarily e7uate status and power with fair-
ness and justice. By grade 8, adult victims of child aggression
in fact may be wrong; whereas child victims of adult aggression,
in comparison, were not automatically seen as wrong.

Developmentally these children showed a common pattern of
rejection of adult authority or rightness; however, the more
salient effect was the reversal from grades 4 to 8 in the wrong-
ness of the adult victim and the child victim. It may be that
black children experienced adults behaving more arbitrarily and
unfairly and, therefore, saw the adult victim as less justified
and more deserving of the aggression he or she was receiving.
For older black children, a cognitive process parallel to that
employed by black young children may be operative. Now it was
the adult who must have done something very wrong to be punished
by a child. Younger and older blacks apparently reacted stereo-
typically to the status and not situation specifically (Adorno,
Frenkel-Brunswick, Levinson & Sanford, 1950; Christie & Jahoda,
2954; Pettigrew, unpublished). Older children, like younger,
appeared adamant and rigid about "rightness." If in fact the
cognitive set were virtually the same for older and younger
children, this would exemplify the retardation effect of class
and culture (Kohlberg, 1963a, 1963b). (See Tables P12 & P16).

A. Age Differences

There were significant age changes on aggressor wrongness
for all three status groupings. Older children tended to rate
the aggressor as less wrong. On the adult-attack-child and
child-attack-child dyads the decrease in nerceived wrongness
with increasing age followed a linear progression. There was
a curvilinear relationship, though, for child-attack-adult such
that a slight increase in perceived wrongness from grades 4 to
6 was followed by an e-:treme decrease from grades 6 to C. Older
children evidently tended to be less judgmental toward and more
accepting of aggressors regardless of the status relationship.
They felt that aggressive actions of hitting or scolding could
be justifiable or not depending on the situation. Uith age,
children may be e'posed to a variety of situations in which
aggressive behavior is in fact an appropr.Late response; hence,
discerning reasons behind aggressive activity, they justified
such behavior more readily (Dubin & Dubin, 1963, Parsons, 1955).

Although children had an increasingly more tolerant attitude
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toward aggressive behavior at higher grnde levels, across grades
they rated adults as the least wrong, i.e., most justifiable,
aggressors. Children generally acknowledged the right of adults
to punish children (Dubin & Dubin, 1963). Although with older
children this tendency was less pervasive on the victim ratings,
as evidenced by the aggressor rating:3 there remained some elui-
valence between status or power and justification--adults' ac-
tions were still the Least wrong (Jenkins & Liplitt, 1951).

For victim ratings, there was a significant grade change
for two status relationships: child attack adult and child
attack child. Uith age there was an increase in the victim
wrongness in both of these dyads. In the former there was a
striking linear progression, whereas with the child as victim- -

the eve' status inde:.--the relationship was less extreme.
These findings supported the explanation presented in the rank
order discussion. Although older blacks still evaluated the
wrongness of victims stereotypically, they were less likely
to justify behavior based on power or status alone.

B. Se:t Differences

In terms of aggressor wrongness, was a significant
variable for only one status relationship. For the child
attack child pair, girls saw the aggressor as more wrong than
did boys. Although there W3S a significant effect on only this
one relationship, the trend on the other two indices seemed to
indicate that girls generally saw aggressors as more wrong than
did boys (Gardner, 1947; Lansky, Crandall, Kagan & Baker, 1961).
This difference may reflect the socializing of girls to value
aggressive action less and prosocial activity more than boys
(Hartley, 1960; Sears, 1961; Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957).
Such differential perception of aggressive activity would seem
to be intimately linked to general sex-role identification pat-
terns (Kagan, t958; Kagan, 1964; Parsons, 1943).

There were no significant sear differences for victim
ratings on the status indices.

C. SES Differences

There were no significant SES differences for either the
aggressor or victim ratings on the status indices.
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D. Interview Data

Being a child or an adult presumably affects children's per-
ceptions of the applicability of rules and the inevitability of
detection in instances of transgression. Status considerations
are crucial to an understanding of the power structure and the
rationale for reasonable actions.

The vast majority of the black children (55) felt that
"some rules are the same, some are different" when asked "Are
rules the same for adults and children?" This judgment held
across the grades (see Table IVB). A small number of children
(6) felt that no rules were the same; only two felt all were.

These findings were consistent with the PAR status analysis
wherein children seemed to apply differential standards in deter-
mining the legitimacy of adults' and children's aggressive be-
havior. Children manifested a strong propensity to equate adult
status with being "right" or with justifiable aggression and
disciplining. In rating similar situations, children were more
inclined to judge other children as more wrong, underscoring the
internalization of different sets of rules for children and adults.
Fcr example, children scolding other childrenequal interactions- -
were judged much more wrong than adults scolding children.

Also as indicated on the PAR status ratings, older children
seemed to ap)ly similar criteria in assessing the "wrongness" of
victims. Equalitarianism increased in importances the equating
of status and legitimacy somewhat decreased in salience as child-
ren matured. This trend was indirectly reflected in the inter-
view response that "no, rules were the same" for adults and
children: four of the six responses were at grade 4, suggesting
a declining difference for standards governing the behavior of
status groups.

Essentially then, the expressed differences about rule
consistency revealed that status was an important element.
Evidently, differential role expectations for children and
adults circumscribe their respective activities in similar
circumstances. The relationship between rules and status was
clearly reflected in this low status, grade 8 boy's treatment:

Father told the children not to go outside but the father
is grown and can go outside most any time he wants to.
That children have to do what the parent said most for
their own good and parents--their rules are larger. They
are concerned more with the worser problems in the
world.
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The reasons for the variance seemed related to notions about the
power and responsibility of adults in providing models and setting
standards, thus socializing the child. This high status, grade
6 boy's inferences were also illustrative.:

Your father's supposed to support the whole family and
your mother's supposed to stay home and watch the children.
They have more responsibility. . . . Kids have less res-
ponsibility.

The certainty of detection was proclaimed by a substantial
majority of children (50) who felt that rule-breakers got caught
"most of the time" (see Table VIIA). This reaction to "Does
someone who breaks rules always get caught?" held across age
groups. Only nine children gave an univalified "No." Overall,
these children believed that transgressions usually were noticed.
Status considerations did not enter into the detection question.
However, the PAR data suggested that children violating the rules
of authority, i.e., high status, were more likely to be detected
or judged wrong than children committing offenses in peer-to-peer
interaction.

Children's responses to "Do some children get away with
breaking rules?" elicited greater variation and did not fall
basically into one major category (see Table VIIB). The most
frequent response, elected by 25 blacks, was that discovery
was avoidable "when circumstances permit." Significantly more
3rade 6 than grade 4 children save this response, but the fre-
quency drop)ed again by grade 3. Personality characterizations
accounted for 17 responses: some children got away with break-
ing rules because they were "clever, sneaky, or sly." Perhaps
experience and exposure caused more grade 8 than grade 4 and
more low status than high status children to feel that "smart"
or "devious" people more easily evaded detection. Although
these children felt that justice would prevail and detection
was assured, i.e., rule-breakers will get caught "most of the
time," they also revealed'"faith" that, in childhood, detection
was evadable "when circumstances permit." This response pattern
suggested the existence of a "legal moratorium," a testing-time
for certain "freedoms." Clearly in both general (see Table VIIA)
and adult specific situations (see Table VIIC) rules were seen
as more strict, enforcement as more stringent, authoritative
relationships as more definitive. In short, "circumstances"
were less la:: for adults.

For these reasons black children's ansluers to "Do some
adults get away with breaking rules?" showed even greater vari-
ability than on the child-relevant version. The same number of
children (17) saw the coping and personality styles of "clever,
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sneaky, or sly" as instrumental in avoiding detection, and this
response ranked as more important for adults than children (see
Table VIIC). In identifying the "clever" ones, a low status,
grade 8 girl said, "The .smart ones that has planned every step
of the thing out."

Children's success in rule-breaking was more often related
to permissible circumstances than adults' (11). If adults es-
caped detqction, it was because of police laxness, i.e., "nice
policemen," or adult irresponsibility. This high status, grade
8 girl described the situation:

Because when people see them do it they do not call the
police and they're the only people who can stop them from
doing it. !Then they have a nice policeman.

For some children, however, adulthood meant less opportunity
for exposure and for others more. This was reflected in the 26
children - -13 each--who gave unspecified "No" and "Yes" answers.
Undoubtedly, these responses were related to differential per-
ceptions of adult power and probably to their views about adults
as models and "norm-setters."

In comparing responses to the questions "Do some children
get away with breaking rules?" and "Do some adults get away with
breaking rules?" differences centered around circumstantiality
and expectations. Individual ingenuity functioned for both
children and adults and seemed related more to personality than
status.

The concept of a legal moratorium was again suggested by
the PAR status findings. Both aggressors and victims on child
attack child were rated as much less wrong than child aggressors
or victims interacting with adults. Among peers, children were
permitted greater fle:dbility of behavior and freedom. Contex-
tually, children are afforded the opportunity to develop senses
of rules and fairness as well as define age- and status-appro-
priate roles and standards for behavior. In situations of social
participation and role-taking children "learn" about appropriate
norms of constraint and aggression.

Further supporting the notion of a legal moratorium, 38
subjects felt that children more than adults have leeway to
break rules (see Table VIIC). Significantly more grade 8 (15)
than grade 4 (8) children held this view. Among those who
cited the children's advantage were a grade 4, low status
girl "Little kids are slicker than grown -ups "; a grade 4, low
status boy "They only break the little rules"; and a grade 4
high status girl "Usually a child from five to twelve tries
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to do silly things; little things that you don't really notice
it and they get away with it." Only seven children felt that
adults had more leeway; significantly more of them were younger.

Congruent with age patterns for victim wrongness on the
PAR, younger children, because of lack of eperience and a sense
of the overwhelming "rightness" and "power" of adults, saw them
as more capable of diverting the setting to their benefit. Al-
though these urban blacks recognized that everyone (i.e., you
or someone) will inevitably be caught for infringements, they
also were cognizant of flexibility in judgments. As children
matured, they came to recognize the allowances children are
given.

The pattern of responses across the questions reflected
some unwritten expectations and assumptions about the less res-
ponsible status of children. Children are allowed, perhaps
expected, to break rules; they are certainly e'ccused more
readily and not held responsible by peers or adults, jury or
society--the legal moratorium.

Effect of Status and Role

Since the effect of status might have varied with the
identity of the authority figures, the data were analyzed in
terms of specific status roles. Differences by role should
clarify children's perceptions of authority figures.

As the status hypotheses suggested, children scolding
adults were worse than adults scolding children for each
paired set of indices. Although not all of the rank order
hypotheses for aggressor wrongness were confirmed, the rank
order was stable across all grade levels. The elual status
pairs--children aggressing to children--held an intermediary
position between the unequal groupings of children aggressing
to adults and being aggressed by adults of different roles.
The rank order hypothesis on children involved in scolding was
not confirmed. As expected, children engaged in scolding
activity were felt to be the least wrong when aggressing to
other children. Contrary to hypotheses, though, children saw
children as most wrong in scolding parents, then policemen,
and then the teachers. The hypothesis on adults scolding
children also did not hold. On the adult figures, the order
of aggressor wrongness, from most to least wrong, was teachers,
policemen, and parents. Notably, children scolding parents
were perceived as most wrong while parental scolding was the
most justified instance of scolding behavior. Teachers and
policemen may be identified as memebers of the power structure
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causing children, particularly older children, to see aggression
by them as more wrong than aggression by parents and in like man-
ner aggression by children toward these authority figures as less
wrong than aggression toward oarents. Further implications of
cnildren' differential orientation to parents are developed in
the analysis of grade differences.

In terms of victim wrongness ratings the rank order was ex-
tremely unstable with age. As with aggressor ratings, generally
the hypotheses were not confirmed. Only children being scolded
by other children--seen as least wrong--remained constant for all
ages.

As trends in the status analysis indicated, across grades for
adult victims there was a significant increase in wrongness and
for child victims there was a decrease in wrongness. Children
showed almost a complete reversal in ranking figures on victim
wrongness from grades 4 to 8. At grade 4, children being scolded
by adult authority figures were rated as the most wrong. By grade
8, however, adult authorities, as victims, were rated the most
wrong. Previously, in the rank order discussion of the status
section(p.U.S.40)possible reasons for this change were elaborated
upon. Frequent negative inputs in encounters with adults may
have caused older blacks increasingly to perceive adult victims
as getting what they deserved. This response set may indicate
that cultural experiences have retarded the cognitive develop-
ment of black children (Kohlberg, 1963a, 1963b).

It is obvious that the status of the victim was the major
operative factor affecting ratings; in comparison, role was not
as salient a dimension. The differences in role-specific vic-
tim wrongness ratings were extremely small. For the adult vic-
tims, there was a shift in rank order such that in the child
scold parent interactions the parent at early age levels was
seen as less wrong then other adult figures and by grade 8
the parent was ranked as most wrong. Also for the child vic-
tims there was a change in rank order. By grade 8 children
scolded by parents were seen as more wrong than when scolded
by other adult figures. (See Tables PLO & P14).

A. Age Differences

On the aggressor ratings there was a significant grade
change for all nine of the set indices. Tith an increase in
age there was a concomitant decrease in aggressor wrongness
in the following interactions: (1) parents hitting children,
(2) children hitting children, (3) parents scolding children,
(4) children scolding children, (5) teacher scolding children,
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(6) children scolding teacher. There was a curvilinear rela-
tionship in the children scolding parents (7) and children
scolding policemen (8) dyads. In both of these interactions,
though more particularly in the latter, from the increased
wrongness at grade 6 there was a rapid decrease in aggressor
wrongness at grade 8 below the grade 4 level. The wrongness
of policemen scolding children (9) also followed a curvilinear
grade trend. In this interaction wrongesss decreased from
grades 4 to 6 and increased from grades 6 to 8.

The general trend, as noted in the status section, was
that as children got older they perceived aggressive behavior
by adults and children as less wrong. At grade 4 ratings of
children aggressing adults did not differentiate between the
role of the adult figures. By grade 8, however, an interesting
divergence by role emerged: children scolding parents were
rated as much more wrong than were children scolding the two
other adult figures. Also .by grade 8, parents scolding children
were seen as very justifiable, i.e., much less wrong than both
teachers and policemen. It may be that older children perceived
scolding as an intimate interpersonal punishment technique that
is appropriate for personal, familial high status figures to
employ while at the same time (1) it is inappropriate and dis-
respectful for a child to function in the child-parent dyad in
the same way, and (2) it is a more demeaning and not as justi-
fiable a mode of aggression when used by official, impersonal,
and more authoritative authority figures.

Consistent with the findings in the status section, the
wrongness of adult victims being scolded by children increased
significantly from grades 4 to 8. This was the case for all
three adult roles: teacher, policeman, and parents. As was
explained in the status section, these increases in adult vic-
tim wrongness with age reflected developmental changes in iden-
tification from adults to peers and, hence, changes toward
greater autonomy in behavior (Eisenstadt, 1962; Erikson, 1950;
Kinch & Bowerman, 1951). Furthermore, these assessments may
have suffered generally from a rigidity and reaction formation
regarding adult power.

Overall, as indicated in the status section, there were no
significant grade differences in the wrongness of children being
hit or scolded by adults. In the case of police scolding child-
ren, though, there was a significant curvilinear relationship
indicating an increase in child wrongness from grades 4 to 6
and a rapid decrease from grades 6 to 8. This finding suggested
that, although black young children experience some motive to
comply with and justify the authority of the rule enforcer--the
policeman--with age certain situations may have resulted in a
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growing distrust and ambivalence (Lohman & Misner, 1966; Report
of National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 1968) and
hence an increased feeling that children as victims may be justi-
fied. Also children aggressed by other children tended to be
rated more wrong at grade 6 than at grade 4 although there was
a leveling off from grades 6 to 8. Particularly in elual inter-
action, i.e., peer to peer aggression, older children might have
realized that the victim of aggression was not necessarily
"right." For older children aggression may have become a more
justifiable and appropriate mode of behavior in problem solving
with status eluals.

B. Sex Differences

In terms of aggressor wrongness, there were significant sex
differences on child hit child, child scold teacher, and child
scold policeman. Girls rated the aggressor as being more wrong
than did boys (Hartley, 1959). These findings refined trends
suggested by the status analysis. More specifically, girls gave
higher ratings than boys to children aggressing non-parental
authority figures. To more formal, less personal authority
figures, girls more than boys responded in a conventional and
socially acceptable way (Kagan & Moss, 1962; Reiman & Barclay,
1963). Scolding of parental figures evidently did not elicit
differences in response styles.

Also on child hit child, girls saw aggressing as more wrong
than did boys. This difference was found only for hitting and
not scolding behavior between peers. Not surprisingly, girls
exhibited greater tolerance for scolding than hitting behavior
(Durrett, 1959; Muste & Sharpe, 1947). Again the set analysis
elucidated the status analysis results. Although there was a
significant se:: effect on child attack child, the ret analysis
demonstrated that the major source of variation was due to the
hitting, not scolding, index. Girl-boy differences in child-
rearing may we:plain these differential sex-linked attitudes to-
ward physical aggression (Blake & Mouton, 1961; Minturn & Lam-
bert, 1964; Sears, 1961; Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957).

C. SES Differences

For aggressor indices, the only significant SES difference
was on the wrongness of police scolding children: lower class
more than middle class blacks felt policemen aggressors were
wrong. This finding, taken in conjunction with the significant
age increase in aggressor wrongness on this index :, confirmed
the probable impact of a primarily lower class minority group
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experience with police and other authoritative officials. Black
children of lower class background may have had direct c <posure
to and/or indirect observations of arbitrary, illegitimate, or
inauthentic modes of police behavior (Levy, 1968; Mar:', 1967;
Report of National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 1968)
and therefore, more than the middle class blacks, tl.ey tended to
view policemen aggressors as more wrong.

D. Interview Data

Although questions on consistency were intended to elicit
perceived differences in the application of rules to adults and
children, e':cept for government-related figures, the frequencies
for various figures--parents, teacher, and peers--were very low.
Therefore, a comparative analysis of children's differential per-
ceptions of authority institutions was not possible (compare
Tables IVD and IVE). Children primarily saw the rules of govern-
ment, i.e., national or communal, as applicable to both children
and adults. The rules of school, friends, and family did not
extend to both status groups in the same way. Since only the
"government" governed both groups equally, it was the most rele-
vant, hence the most frequent, response. These black urban
children felt that governmental rules at all levels were both
the most consitent (47) and most different (41) for children and
adults. Apparently both skepticism and sonhistication governed
their perspective on the equality of the law. The feeling that
rules were differentially applicable to adults and children was
reflected in the response of a grade 8, lou status boy:

"The government can draft grown-ups into the service, but
children don't have to be drafted" and, again, in the des-
criptions of this grade 8, high status girl "You're not
supposed to smoke or buy cigarettes until you're a certain
age, and driving automobiles until you're a cc:-:tain age,
and giving children alcoholic beverages."

The consistency was evident in this grade 6, low status
boy's response "Grown-ups and children must obey policeman" or
this grade 8, high status girl's rejoinder "The ten commandments
and the traffic."

One interesting response emerged on the rule-consistency
question. For 17 children rules governing acts of violence, as-
sault and theft, or other "serious" offenses were seen as con-
sistently applicable across the status groups (see Table IVE).
One grade 8, low status boy reviewed the assumption of equal
justice and parallel rule applicability for serious crimes in
this way:
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I think the rules in some strange way they mostly involve
everybody from 5 year oLd to grown-up. Because, like, you
work in a bank and took from the bank that would be a bad
rule. If you was a child and stole from a store it would
almost be the same and it would be something that you
shouldn't do unless you would have to do it.

Views on the enforcement and punishing powers of particular
figures, i.e., father, mother, policeman, or teacher, had crucial
implications for children's perception of aggressor wrongness on
the set problem. Overall, parents, particularly mother, emerged
as the most important or powerful figures for rule enforcement
(see Table VIA). However, the age trend by authority figure was
the more salient finding. The eaif trend reflected the decreas-
ing power of the parents, e.g., mother decreased from 21 to lb,
and the increasing power of the policeman to enforce rules, i.e.,
policeman increased from 9 to 14. For younger children, parental
figures had the greatest significance in demanding compliance.
For older children, while the parental figures remained impor-
tant, the law enforcement official increasingly became capable
of influencing action and demanding compliance.

Consistent with PAR findings, parents, as the most powerful
and legitimate rule-enforcers, were least wrong, i.e., most justi-
fied, in meting out punishment. Uith age, these children also
saw the policeman as increasingly powerful and as less just or
more wrong in aggressing or punishing children. These parallel
patterns implied that black children perceived parents, especi-
ally mother, as more legitimate or justified and police as more
coercive. As suggested on the police scold child index, black
children may have been exposed to more arbitrary and peremptory
actions. These experiences, in turn, may cause them to distrust
and reject the police as justified while simultaneously accepting
and recognizing the power of the position.

No other figures were chosen as potent rule-enforcers by
more than a few children. In fact, peers are not mentioned.
In comparison, on "Who cannot make you follow a rule or law?"
peers emerged as the major choice (24) and no adult authorities
were elected (see Table VIB). Generally these children found
other children, i.e., younger children and siblings, relatively
impotent although peers were considered less powerful at grade
4 than grade 8. This grade 4, high status boy's statement con-
veyed the impotency of equals in enforcing rules "Anybody
younger than me or anybody the same age."

Overall the PAR and PNI analyses suggested movement away
from adults and increased importance of peer groups (1) as
socializing agents affecting children's behavior and judgment,
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and (2) as legitimate sources of inter-system support. But peers
never fully attain the level of rule-enforcing power of home,
school, or police figures. Clearly, social relationships do not
affect compliance as successfully as those which control the
punishment and reward system. That significantly more girls saw
peers as less important was consistent with girls' predilections
toward conformity and general orientation to follow adult author-
ity figures and mandates, as also demonstrated by the sex dif-
ferences on the PAR and PNI.

Regardless of age, se:!, or socio-economic status, 35 black
children answered "Who is it worst for you to be punished by?"
by electing policeman (see Table IXA). Children may have been
more fearful of police punishment both because the police were
powerful and because, as the PAR analysis revealed, children in-
creasingly saw the police as more wrong, i.e., less justified,
and perhaps more arbitrary in their punishing behavior. Social
influence, i.e., bad reputation, was not as important in estimat-
ing why punishment was bad. Rather, withdrawing rewards or ex-
tracting "costs" may have been related to 54 children citing
severity of punishment as the main reason for fearing adult re-
tribution (see Table IXC). This grade 6, low status girl's
e':planation "He might send you to Juvenile home," this grade
8, low status boy's view "He would take you to jail or take
you to the police station and beat you with his blackjack," and
this grade 4, high status boy's opinion "The fine is very high
to try to get you out of jail" supported this inference.

Black children answered "Who is it least had for you to be
punished by?" by choosing teacher most frequently (33) (see Table
IXB). Older children feared the teacher's punishment least.
Across grades, teacher was not seen as powerful. In fact, selec-
tion of the teacher as the authority least bad to be punished by
suggested that teacher impact was trivial and threat of punish-
ment minimal. Teachers, after all do not have recourse to severe
punishment and with age children become less fearful. Also the
PAR analysis revealed a similar perception of the teacher figure.
Teachers seemed to be considered the low status authority figure;
they were most wrong in aggressing or punishing children and
children were least wrong in demonstrating aggression to them.

Mother and policeman were chosen most frequently for "Who
is it worst for you to punish?" (see Table IXC). Significantly
more older children felt that it was worst to punish mother,
while significantly more younger children felt that punishing
police was worst. In answering "Why is it worst to punish?"
21 children did not know "why," severity of punishment and af-
filiation and support were the most frequent responses for 16
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and 13 children respectively (see Table IXG). Concomitant with
the increase of mother as the worst figure to punish, reasons of
love and help also increased in importance. The police decrease
suggested that reasons of severe punishment were less compelling
for older children.

These tremis were consistent with the PAR rank ordering on
the wrongness of children scolding adults. Children, most dra-
matically by grade 8, rated children scolding parents as much
more wrong than children scolding either policemen or teachers.
Older children thought it was wrong, i.e,, inappropriate and dis-
respectful, to punish parents. Their response to the interview
question underscored their increasing conviction that it was
worst to punish mother because of the personal, intimate, affi-
liative and sup,)ortive nature of the relationship. At younger
ages, police was the worst fig9re to punish and severity of
punishment the most freluently indicated reason, suggesting
that grade 4 children interpreted worst not only as most wrong
but as most fearsome and troublesome. The reasoni:g behind the
choices was indicated by this grade 6, high status girl who chose
parents, "Because they are closest to you," and this grade 6,
low status boy who selected mother, "Because she's the one who
trusted me the most."

Also consistent with the PAa findings, teacher (24) and
policeman (21) were seen least bad for children to punish (see
Table IXO). The freluency of these choices was roostantially
more than for the familial authority figures. Altlugh the
grade differences were not significant, the reverse age pattern
for worst to punish observed in mother and policeman selections
was consistent with the above: older children increasingly
elected police; mother wns selected only by the younger children.

Effect of Action

Paired hitting vs. scolding indices provided a stimulating
contrast for analrinc children's nerceptions of the rele:.ive
wrongness of hitting rind scolding for comparable figures: parents
and children.

For the paired aggressor indices both hypotheses were con-
firmed. Parent hitting was seen as much more wrong than parent
scolding children. In like manner, children hitting other child-
ren was more wrong than children scolding other children. Al-
though generally hitting was considered more wrong than scolding
(Lesser, 1959; Minturn &Lombert, 1964; Minturn & 1968),

black children e:pressed some confusion between status and action.
Children's aggression, whether hitting or scolding, tended to be



U.S. 54

more wrong than any parental aggressive action. HistOrically many
black children have been socialized to adopt a compliant, servile
and deferent position which was believed to be a guideline for
assimilating into the mainstream of American society (Clark, 1967;
Moynihan, 1965). Therefore, to Find that children's responses re-
flected some ambivalence between status and action w. s not at all
surprising. Their cognitive style certainly may be oriented to
accepting high status aggression, in this case parental aggression,
more readily even if the vehicle of attack is physical aggression.

For the paired victim indices the hypothesis was not con-
firmed. There was no difference in the wrongness of children as
victims when being hit or scolded by other children. Although
children hitting children was worse than children scolding child-
ren, the victims, the recipients of physical and verbal aggres-
sion, were equally wrong.

However, children being scolded were seen as mere wrong
than children being hit by their parents. Children may perceive
of hitting as such a negative punishment technilue from authori-
ties, that victims of parental hitting could not possibly be as
wrong as victims of scolding, a verbal rebuke. Or scolding may
be seen as more severe and meaningful.

Effect of Sex

Generally the se, problem did not nresant many additional
insights for understanding grade or SES differences in children's
perceptions of the wrongness of aggressors and victims. It was,
though, a usQful approach for clarifying girl-boy differences.
(See Figures P11 Sey, P15 Se, P11 SES, & P15 SES).

On both the aggressor and victim ratings the hypotheses
were only partially confirmed. The rank order of aggressor wrong-
ness was highly unstable across grade levels. Moreover, children
saw few, if any, substantial differences between the se- indices.
The main differences in the wrongness ratings occurred between
the sets at grade 4 rather than grade 8. For eyample, at grade
4 female aggression was perceived by children as more wrong than
male aggression. This difference in aggressor wrongness may re-
flect a cultural bias rejecting the expression of female aggres-
sion (Barry, Bacon & Child, 1957; Hartley, 1960; Kagan, 1964;
Kohn, 1959; Minturn & Lambert, 1964; Parsons, 1948; Sears, 1951).
By grade 8, there was a change in the rank order affecting the
relationship found at grade 4. The actual difference between
indices was so slight that a strong reading of the rank order
would be ill-advised. According to the rank ordering without
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regard for the extent of difference, aggression directed at the
opposite sex was seen as more wrong than aggression toward the
same sex. The basic ideas of sex role identification would be
useful in explicating this shift in rank order. With increasing
heterosexual social behavior, older children gradually inter-
nalized a stronger cross-sex aifiliative sentimet.t and concomi-
tantly may have become more negative about cross -sex aggressive
activity (Coleman, 1961; Erikson, 1950; Kinch & Bowerman, 1959).
The two hypotheses proffered to explain in part the aggressor
rank order were only somewhat confirmed. Although at grades 4
and 6 the aggressors in female to female aggression generally were
worse than aggressors in male to male aggression, the validity of
this hypothesis did not hold up well from grades 4 to 8. By grade
8, black children saw male and female aggressors involved in with-
in-sex aggression as eivally wrong. A similar difficulty arose in
evaluating the second rank order hypothesis. At grade 4, male to
female and male to male aggression were rated the same, but by
grade 6 and more clearly by grade 8 male attack female aggression
was worse than male attack male aggression. As previously im-
plied, part of the problem in evaluating these hypotheses related
to the low variance between sets. For example, at each grade
level black children gave two of the four paired relationships
the same aggressor wrongness rating.

There was even less difference between the sex indices on
the victim ratings than on the aggressor ratings. Although the
rank order was relatively stable across grades, the actual dif-
ference in victim wrongness scores was extremely small. Again,
this limited the interpretation of the rank order hypotheses.
Within these limits, black children perceived males being at-
tacked by males as most wrong and females being attacked by
males as least wrong. This finding was directly opposite from
what was hypothesized. It may be than black children perceived
a ;,le victim under attack by a male, either vergal or physical
aggression, as more likely to have been (1) motivated to parti-
cipate in such a foray and (2) to be more responsible, i.e., as
wrong as the male aggressor (Buss, 1963). The other hypothesis
was partially confirmed. At grades 4 and 6 the victim in female
to male aggression was rated more wrong than the victim in female
to female aggression. Again, the extreme closeness of the vic-
tim ratings made evaluation or interpretation of the victim find-
ings extremely tenuous.

In both the aggressor and victim analyses, ratings for sex
indices were overwhelmingly more alike than different. Regard-
less of the se:: of the victim or of the aggressor, the wrongness
ratings were virtually the same. The fact that: greater differ-
ences between male and female ratings were observed at grade 4
rather than at grade 8 strongly suggested that the culture
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socializes an eivalitarian orientation in terms of males and
females (Cohen, 1961; ginch & Bowerman, 1951; Parsons, 1955;
Tuddanham, 1952). If anything, with increase in age children
saw little or no difference between the wrongness of victim and
aggressor figures combined according to sex. Overall, older
children's ratings reflected a rejection of a belief system that'
would acknowledge sex as a significant determinant of the legi-
timacy of certain activity. (See Tables P11 & P15).

A. Age Differences

On the aggressor ratings for all se;r: indices there was a
significant decrease in the wrongness of aggression with age.
This decrease was even more noticeable for female aggression
than for male aggression. Combining the figures according to
the sex of aggressor and victim did not really refine or clarify
pervious findings on aggression. Regardless of the sex of the
aggressor or whether he or she attacked the same or the
opposite sex, older children perceived him or her as less bad.
Older children were less likely to view aggression negatively.
Po;sibly they evaluated it as an effective and useful coping
behavior. Moreover, the comparatively sharper decrease with
age in female aggressor ratings brought them more in line with
male aggressor ratings at grade 8, corroborating the theory
that a cultural value of se:mal equality was being transmitted
and internalized by children (Hess & Torney, 1962).

'Jith the victim ratings, too, there were significant grade
changes for all sex indices. For males attack males, males at-
tack females, and females attack females there was a linear in-
crease with age on ratings of victim wrongness. The increase
was substantial between grades 4 and 6 but leveled off between
grades 6 and 8. On the other sex index--female attack male- -
the relationship was curvilinear such that an eAreme increase
in victim wrongness from grades 4 to 6 was followed by a slight
decrease from grades 6 to 3. Victim wrongness ratings for all
sex indices were almost identical, and here again the analysis
by sex indices did not reveal divergent patterns. Victim wrong-
ness ratings were generally lower than aggressor ratings at grade
4, but at grade 8 victims were seen about as wrong as aggressors.
Older children were seemingly more accepting of aggression as a
potentially legitimate and justifiable activity.

B. Sex Differences

There were significant sex differences on three of the ag-
gressor indices; male attack male, male attack female, and female
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attack male. Girls rated aggressors significantly higher than
did boys on both male aggressor indices. Girls and boys parti-
cularly diverged when rating male aggressors attacking females.
On the other hand, boys gave higher ratings than girls on female
attack male. Generally girls, regardless of the see-: of the ag-
gressor, saw the aggressor as more wrong than did boys. The
within-sex indices, female attack female and male attack male,
afforded good illustrations of girl-boy differences in attitude
toward aggression. Girls on both of these indices rated the
aggressor more wrong, although the difference between ratings
on the female attack female index was not significant. This
tendency, observed in previous analyses, may reflect a cultural
conditioning or press on girls to value prosocial activity more
and aggressive activity less than boys (Buss, 1963; Gardner,
1947; Gold, 1958; Heilbrun, 1964; Kagan, 1964; Sears, 1961;
Sears et al., 1957).

hat was even more revealing, though, in terms of sex dif-
ferences on the sex analyses was that, when children were rating
the opposite sex on cross-sex aggression, e.g., boys rating fe-
male attack male, they gave higher wrongness scores than did
children who were rating the same sex, e.g., girls rating female
attack male, on those indices. The se:: of the child affected
attitudes toward aggressor wrongness, perhaps due to a se:. role
identification process which causes children to evaluate aggres-
zors in terms of the "rightness" of their own sex (Campbell, 1939;
Hartley, 1959; Lynn, 1964; Lynn & Sawrey, 1962). In evaluating
aggressors who were not of the same se:: as the victim, the sex
type of the aggressor was more crucial than the action of aggres-
sion itself in determining a.child's perception of aggressor
wrongness.

On the victim wrongness ratings, this crucial pattern of
sexual identification again emerged. Gn the mall attack female
index, boys saw the female as significantly more wrong than did
girls. And for female attack male girls saw the male as signi-
ficantly more wrong than did boys. Clearly the process of iden-
tifying with members of the same se: was operative in rating
victim wrongness as well as aggressor wrongness.

C. SES Different..

There were no significant omq differences on the aggressor
or victim ratings.
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D. Interview Data

Regardless of ale, se:, or socio-economic status, 47 black
children felt that rules were indeed the same for both sexes (see
Table IVA). A small segment of the sample (12), and decreasingly
so with age, felt that while some rules were the same, some were
different. The answers of a high status, grade 4 girl and a high
status, grade 8 girl capsulated these major and minor trends:

and

No, they're usually the same. The same for both sexes I
think. Because, well, we're all human, and really a boy
is. If a girl, commits a crime and a boy commits a crime,
well I don't think that the girl should be blamed more or
the boy. I think they should be treated equally;

Uall no, they aren't because in marriage the boy had to
be 21 and the girl has to be 18. . . 'Jell, in schools
usually boys and girls are separated into different play-
grounds. And they usually sleep in a different room.

Ecept for a few chiWren tha-consenadah Opinion,indicated,that
rules were consistentregardEass of sex.

These interview findings were consistent with the se::
analysis for the PAR. For both agcressor and victim ratings
children saw few, if any, substantial differences between the
sex indices. Overall, wrongness ratings were virtually the
same. Like the PAR data, responses to the consistency of rules
question revealed that the black sub-culture, Like the dominant
culture, in American society socializes boys and girls to an
equalitarian wpectation in terms of rules and the legitimacy
of certain activities.

Nevertheless, 36 children felt that boys got away with
breaking rules more than girls. Only 21 children felt that
girls escaped detection more than did boys (see Table VIID).
One high status, grade 4 boy noting the male advantar,e reasoned:

Boys do because (they) know how to get away with it. Boys

are always saying they didn't do it. Girls always say they
did it or that they're sorry and all of that.

Perhaps this respondent more appropriately described the dif-
ferential behavior style of boys and girls in rule-breaking
situations. Although these black children felt that rules were
the same for both sexes, they also discerned that when it came
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to rule-breaking boys were more successful. As the PAR boy-girl
differences also suggested, boys may be socialized to be more ag-
gressive, independent, and boisterous while girls may be reared
to be more affiliative and conforming. For these reasons, perhaps
boys would be more successful rule breakers. More importantly,
children saw either sex as able to escape discovery.

Responses to the question on inevitability indicated that
boys and girls identified with their own sex: both saw their
own sex group as more effective in getting aqay with rule-break-
ing. Evidently getting away with rule-breaking was sufficiently
positive, attractive behavior so that boys and girls elected their
own sex more frequently. Se: identification similarly affected
PAR judgments; boys and girls were more likely to evaluate the
opposite se' negatively.

Effect of Se:,7, Role and Action

An analysis by individual figures yielded some additional
information and further clarified the findings of the status,
set, and sex problems. (See Tables P9 & P13).

A. Age Differences

For aggressor ratings on the adult attack child and child
attack child status indices there was a significant decrease in
perceived wrongness with increasing age. Although the set pro-
blem analysis indicated a significant linear relationship be-
tween wrongness of parents and increasing age for the parent hit
child a..d parent scold child indices, the figure analysis did not
confirm this finding for all relevant pairs. Fathers hitting
daughters were not perceived as less wrong with age. The refine-
ment of child hit child was consistent with the above. Generally,
child aggression against a child decreased in wrongness, but
boys hitting girls were not less wrong, i.e., more justified with
increased age. Apsarently although children tended to become
more accepting of aggression, they were not more positive about
males physically aggressing females (Minturn & Lewis, 1968), no
matter whether the male be status equal or status superior.
These results would seem logical in terms of the general cultural
norm which views such activity as ungentlemanly.

On the police scold boy figure pair there was no significant
change. The set analysis had revealed that, contrary to the gen-
eral decrease witn age on adult attack child, a curvilinear in-
crease was found on police scold child. The figure analysis,
however, supported the specific validity of this finding only
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for policeman scold girl. For policeman scold boy there was no
significant change with age.

The figure analyses refined the child attack adult status
index. According to the set dimension, with age child aggressors
scolding parents were less wrong. This was confirmed only on the
girl scold mother and girl scold father indices. There was no sig-
nificant change in the wrongness of boys scolding fathers or
mothers; if anything the boy aggress mother dyad showed trend to-
ward increased aggressor wrongness for the older children. Al-
though generally older children perceived all aggression as less
wrong, for males--in this case boys scolding parents--aggressive
activity was not always considered more justified. Again a cul-
tural press may be inhibiting older children from seeing boy ag-
gressors as less wrong. In the familial dyads, boys attacking
either sex parent, though particularly mothers, aparently re-
mained taboo (Bandura, 1960; Bandura & Ialters, 1959; Berkowitz,
1962; Minturn & Lambert, 1964; Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957).
Aggression within the nuclear family complex may be considered
by children of all ages as disloyal and disrespectful (Parsons,
1955). Even for daughters there was some evidence that such fac-
tors were operative. Although with girls there was a significant
age change, the relationship was curvilinear. On the girl scold
father and girl scold mother indices there was a sharp increase
at grade 6 in daughter wrongness followed by a decrease by grade
8 which only fell slightly below the grade 4 level. It might be
that a cultural norm influences children not to alter their per-
ception of child aggression to parents; in particular their per-
ception of sons° aggression may be interpreted as more hostile and
serious.

A significant decrease in aggressor wrongness with age for
all sev indices held for all figure pairs when females were the
aggressors both against other females and males of higher, lower,
or equal status. The few exceptions for male aggressor pairs did
not suggest any meaningful pattern.

In general, the figure analysis of the victim ratings did
not contribute as many additional insights beyond the status and
set findings. The figure analysis demonstrated that for all pos-
sible pairs there was a significant linear increase in victim
wrongness by age on child attack adult. On adult attack child no
significant relationships had been reported an the status analysis,
although the set analysis had revealed a significant curvilinear
relationship for policeman scold child. Child victims of police
aggression increased in wrongness from grades 4 to 6 and rapidly de-
creased from grades 6 to 8. The fimire problem further clarified
this finding. Although a curvilinear relationship held for girl
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victims, boys being scolded by policemen showed no significant change
in wrongness. This change in victim wrongness was consistent with
the differential changes in policemen aggressor wrongness previously
reported for boy and girl figures. Across grades children ranked
policemen scolding girls as more wrong than policelen scolding boys,
and, as might be e:,:pected, girl victims in comparison to boy vic-
tims were rated more justified. Older children saw victims of
police aggression--significantly so for girl victims--as increasingly
less wrong, in fact somewhat unfairly victimized by policemen.

For victim wrongness on ch.ad attack child the individual figure
analysis clarified previous findings. As previously noted, children
aggressed by other children increased significantly in wrongness
from grades 4 to 6 although there was a leveling of from grades 6
to 8. The set analysis indicated that there was a significant:
increase in wrongness for victims of both hitting and scolding ag-
gression. For four of the figure pairs in the peer to peer grouping,
though, this general finding did not hold. 'nth physical aggression,
only on the boy hit girl index was the victim seen as increasingly
more wrong. Interestingly, it was only on this pair dyad that no
significant decrease in aggressor wrongness had been reported. Per-
haps older children felt a girl would be hit by a boy only if she
were deserving of the punishment or were equally responsible for the
aggressive confrontation (Minturn & Lambert, 1964). On the scolding
pairs there was the reverse trend. In three of four scolding pairs,
victim wrongness significantly increased. Only for boys scolding
bays was no change reported. Under more detailed scrutiny, the
general increase in victim wrongness among peers was found to be
more pervasive for victims of scolding than for victims of hitting.

Although not contributing additional insights to the sex
dimension findings for aggressor ratings, the analysis by individual
figures clarified the general results for victim wrongness. On all
of the se:: indices there had been reported a significant increase
in victim wrongness with age. Uithin each grouping, though, there
were relevant exceptions to this pattern. For male attack male,
only high status victims in the unequal naired relationship--i.e.,
boy scolding father and boy scolding police--ere rated more wrong
with age. Victims of lower and equal status were not seen as in-
creasingly more wrong. These variations again emphasized the el:-
treme, if not preeminent, importance of the status dimension.
Also on female attack female, mothers scolded by daughters increased
markedly in wrongness with age. There was also a significant in-
crease for the equal status pair, i.e., girls scolded by girls, but
the relationship was not as pronounced. On the other two indices- -
the cross se- indices--a similar pattern emerged. For the cross sex
indices, male attack female and female attack male, there was a
linear increase with age in the wrongness of high status victims
while in peer to peer dyads generally the relationship was
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curvilinear. Moreover, for all four indices low status victims did
not increase in wrongness. In fact on 1.-he male attack female index,
older children rated girls being scolded by policemen as signifi-
cantly less wrong. The figure problem strongly suggested that grade
differences were more appropriately understood in terms of the sta-
tus, rather than the sex, dimension. In the final analysis, re-
gardless of the sex index, older children increasingly judged high
status victims--authority figures--as more wrong and were less likely
to equate legitimacy with authority (Baldwin, 1955).

B. Sex.ifferences

The figure analysis r,_Ifined other findings of the status and
set analyses. The only significant sex effect on the status di-
mension was that girls generally saw the aggressor in child attack
child as more wrong. The set analysis revealed that this generali-
zation held for hitting but not scolding brhavior between peers.
A more detailed analysis by the identity of specific figure pairs
demonstrated that girls saw aggressors as significantly more wrong
than did boys on the boy hit boy, boy hit girl, and boy scold girl
dyads, w!::ereas boys over girls sal, aggression as more wrong in the
girl hit boy ani girl scold boy dyads. Aside from the general
trends on the status and set dimensions which indicated that girls
view aggression, particularly physical aggression, more negatively
(Lansky, Crandall, Kagan E, Baker, 1961; Mischel, 1966), there was
a strong sex linked congruency consistent with thefin:!ingl-of.thn
problem; girls and boys identified with their our. sex type (Kagan,
1958; Kohlberg, 1966). Girls perceived bays aggressing girls both
physically and verbally as more wrong than did boys, and quite con-
sistently boys, in comf,ariscn to girls, perceived girls hitting or
scolding boys as more wlong, lass justified.

The figure problem also revIaled other important sex dichotomies.
As had been indieated previously in the seL problem, girls saw child
aggressors scolding ter.chars agl policcmgn as more wrong than did
boys. On a more detailnd aaalyd.s, this relationship held only for
boys scolding teacher..; and policemen and not for girls behaving in
a similar way. Again a :ex identification process apparently was
operating for girls. Although boys and girls were both critical
of the opposite sex in the peer to peer pairs, in the child against
adult figures it was the girls, not the boys, who were more juk-
mental. Such responses by girls imply a more conforming and con-
ventional style (Barry, Bacon & Child, 1c57; Patel & Gordon, 1960)
as well as a sex bias that boys do bad things" (Tuddenham,
1952).

In general, the significant sex differences found on the male
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attach male, rolc ntAnch femole, and female attach male Indices
were not confirmed for all figure pir:,. For !:ix of the individual
figures, though, n significant difference ,41s sustained. Al-
though the two ;ignificnnt relationship; that emerged on male
attack male were not clearly difeerent from the other pairs, on
male attack fcmole and fc.nale att7c1; ;7.eaninnfu7, significant
differcr;ces ocl:urred. it ws in the e71.111 dyad: that
children revelled n s;;me identification. Children rating the
opposite se in cro:.,s peer to neer aggression cave higher
wrongness scurcs thrn did children rating, the ses, (Campbell,
1939; Hartley, 1959).

AlthoJgh in the status -;(1 :.et problem: there were no signi-
se difference: For vied,, rnting, the figure analysis

yielded consistent supportive findings. There wls n signifi-
cant effect in three peer to peer internction;: girl hit boy,
boy scold girl, and girl scold boy. Children rated onposite
peer victims as mare wrong. Al;o on one adult attac child figure
pairmother hit songirls rated victim wrk.lness highet than did
boy ;.

The figure :analyses clarified the general boy-girl difference:
found on the se:- problem. On the rile attach female inde, hays
saw girls scolded by boy: as significantly more wrong than did
girls. On the female attc male index, nn the other hind, girls
gave higher wrongness ratings to boy: who were victim; of both
scolding and hitting aggression by and to boys who were hit
by mothers. The developing sr- role identification pattern:, in
child-2n re manife:Led predeminantly in rnting the peer to peer
relationships. In rating e lual dymdn, statun and authority con-
cern; did not afik:ct or confound children'n nppraisal::.; therefore,

the slg idery:ification process was more clearly ooerative.

C. Difference

On the status and !;et dimensions there was only one signi-
ficant SES difference. Lower ell?.. more than middle class children
felt policmen scolding children 1:ere wrong, but the figure
analysis indicated that this significant SES difference held only
for the police ncoldinn li-1 and not the police eoldin!: boy dyad.
Moreover, although on the status and set dimension!i no SES dif-
ferences were indicated fo'. victim ratings, there vas on the figure
pairs n significant SES efference on the sane dyad. Cirl victims
scolded by polices n wen, p2rceived as mory wrong by the, middle
class than by the 1Jwer cian;. These two findin;y tnLen in con-
junction may reveal crucial divergences in terms of clan% attituden
toward police (Levy, l960; Mart, 1967; Report of National Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorder;, /WI). llecau::e of environmental
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experiences of brutality and hostility (Berkowitg, 1962; Havighurst
Tabs, 1949), lower class children may be more likely to view

police figures as wrong and, quite consistently, children victims
ns more ju7.tified thin would middle cl. -:r children. Middle class
children. who assimilated conventional values and experienced less
hostile environments, may be more likely to admit tl.s legitimacy
of police authority and less likely to express dissent from norma-
tive standards (Miller & Swanson, 1960; Mussen & Naylor, 1954).
They, therefore, perceived child victims as wrong and the police
authorities as legitimate and just. Particularly in the case of
a girl victim, middle class children may need to give higher,Orong-

.: 17;!in:;1. *2cr:1;p9 it 'ould create zoo much dissonInca for the
average middle class child, who may view policemen as good and
fair, to accept their scolding a little girl--stereotypically
sweet and kind. If the victim were perceived as having done
something very, very wrong though, there would be no conflict
created by the scolding activity--only bad girls get scolded.

Neither of the SES differences for individual figures sug-
grsted any potential se:: dimension trends. As noted on the sex
problem, there were no SES differences in victim or aggressor
wrongness.

D. Interview Data

The prevailing orientation for black children was that rules
were not different for boys and girls (see Table IVA). More im-
portantly there was only one child each in the respective cate-
gories of rules for family, school, government, or peers who felt
that the sexes were treated differently (see Table IVC). Most

children (50) did not know or could not specify which rules were
different for boys and girls. Only ten of the interviewed sample
indicated that the age or status of the individual would affect
rule applicability and assessment of expectations related to sex-
roe. The dominant views of consistency by sex and some variation
Ly age and sex arc comprehended in this high status, grade 8 boy's
assessment "They probably do the same things so why make a rule
for each person when you could have one rule to cover them all,"
and once more in a grade 8, high status girl's answer "In marriage,
the boy ha: to be 21, and the girl has to be 18."

The fact that status differences appeared to be important in
terms of differential application uas consistent with the PAR Figure
analysis. Variations on figure pairs again indicated the egtreme,
if not preeminent, importance of the status dimension.
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Summary and Discussion

Adult aggression was rated as much less wrong, i.e, most
justifiable, at all grade levels. Although on all indices older
children were less judgmental abcut aggressor wrongness, they
equated status with legitimacy. For victim wrongness, the saliency
of status considerations diminished with maturity. Apparently,
developmental changes result in children experiencing an increased
motive for autonomy and assuming a more questioning attitude toward
the a priori "rightness" of adult action. Furthermore, cultural
retardation effects may be influencing black children's assess-
ments. As they grow older, arbitrary or unjust experiences with
authority figures may cause them to be as critical of adult vic-
tims as they were of child victims.

Boys and girls varied significantly on the equal dyad--child
attack child--where status considerations could not confound the
assessments. Girls saw the aggressor as much more wrong than did
boys. The same pattern, though not significant, held on thn other
two status indices. Differences in sex role socialization result
in girls' being more pro-social, affiliative, and disapproving of
aggressive behavior than boys'.

Role was a less determinative dimension than status. For
aggressor wrongness, role differences emerged at grade 8. Older
children felt that parents scolding children were much more justi-
fied than either police or teachers and that children were much
more wrong in scolding parents than in scolding either police or
teachers. Scolding may be perceived as an intimate, personal
method of punishment and correction more appropriate for familial
:wthority, though extrmely disrespectful and threatening for
children vis-a-vis parents.

Generally age differences by set paralleled the status find-
ings. Child interaction with police comprised an iilTortent ex-
ception. Contrary to older children's rating aggression as less
wrong, on police scold child there was a curvilinear grade ef-
fect such that a decrease from grades 4 to 6 was followed by an
increase from grades 6 to 8. Also victim wrongness increased
from grades 4 to 6 but decreased from grades 6 to 8; older child-
ren perceived child victims as less wrong. Furthermore, the only
SES difference on the set indices emerged on this dyad: high status
more than low status blacks felt that policemen aggressors were
wrong. Although there was some movement to justify the policeman
as a rule enforcer, with maturity children may experience or learn,
directly or indirectly, unfair and arbitrary transactions which
result in their distrust of the police and rejection of the legi-
timacy of the police figure. By grade 8, the victim of police
aggression may not be deserving of punishment, i.e., was not
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really very wrong. Low status blacks undoubtedly experience more
negative incidents, hence see policemen as even more wrong

Differentiating by role also clarified the sex difference pr..1-
vi,ously discussed. Girls jidged children aggressing non parental
authority as more wrong they did boys. Differences in girl-boy
socialization became more obvious in more formal, distal, official
transactions. Girls who generally are more affiliative, conforming,
and pro-social responded in a more conventional, socially acceptable
way. Also girl-boy differences emerged only on the child hitting
child, not tha scolding index. In peer to peer interaction girls
were tolerant of verbal aggressive e.!change. Because of their non-
aggressive, affiliative orientation, though, they rejected physical
modes of interaction.

The paired hitting vs. scolding analysis revealed that hitting
was generally considered more wrong than scolding. Black children,
however, expressed ambivalence between status and ecticIll child
aggression both hitting and scolding was considered worse than
parental aggressive styles. This ambivalence may reflect an his-
torical black socialization pattern, rearing children to bc,havt
deferentially and compliantly to parental authority figurer.

Although there was no difference between child victims of
child hitting and scolding, child victims of parental hitting were
rated less wrong than child victims of parental scolding. Children
ray view physical aggression negatively in comparison to varbal
aggression so that victims of physical aggression would not possibly
be as wrong as the victims of verbal aggression.

Children saw few, if any, substantial differences among t1-.
se indices; wrongness ratings on both the aggressor and victlm
analyses were overwhelmingly more alike than different Further -

more, greater differences between male and female ratings occurred
at grade 4 rather than at grade 8, indicating that r'ae, cult:re
socializes an equalitarian perspective regarding the saxes.
maturity, .there was a shift in rank order for aggresr wrongnss.
Older children saw inter-sex aggression as slightly more -71.c-a tha:1

aggression against a person of the same sex. Increased hetnrosexual
contact and the implications of girl-boy aggressive exchanges may
contribute to children being more negative about the appropriateness
of such forms of interaction.

As on the status and set indices, older children saw aggres-
sors as less wrong. Mille children at grade 4 saw female aggres-
sion as slightly more wrong than male aggression, a sharper de-
crease in wrongness on the female aggressor indices supported the
notion that older children internalyze the value of sexual equality.
For victim ratings, with age wrongness increased on all indices,
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again demonstrating that older children saw aggressors and victims
as equally wrong and equally responsible for confrontations.

Age differences were not as illuminating as were sex differ-
ences. Not surprisingly, on the same se!.! dyads--females attack
females and males attack males--girls were more negative about
aggressor wrongness than were boys. Again differences in girl-
boy socialization, conditioning girls to value pro-social activi-
ties more and aggressive activities less, may relate to these dif-
ferential orientations toward aggression. An even more salient
pattern, though, emerged on the cross-sex interactions. Girls
judged females aggressing males as much less wrong than did boys,
and boys saw males aggressing females as much less wrong than did
girls. Sex identification processes undoubtedly resulted in child-
ren assessing wrongness in terms of the rightness of their own sex.
Differences in victim ratings corroborated this notion; children
rating victims of the opposite sex gave higher wrongness ratings
than children rating same-sex victims.

The figure analysis demonstrated the crucial relationship
between the status and sex of aggressors and victims. Although
children generally were more positive about aggression, they were
not always more accepting of males aggressing females, no matter
whether the male was a status equal, status superior, or status
inferior. Apparently a cultural taboo condemning aggressive be-
havior my men toward women affected their judgments. Although,
as previously discussed, there was a press toward elualitarianism
between the sexes, children also revealed concern for more tradi-
tional considerations of females being hurt when aggressed by
males. Consequently with maturity, children were more tempered
in their acceptance of such behavior.

Just as the sex of the figure clarified status relationships,
so status clarified sex patterns. The sex analysis had revealed
a significant increase with age in victim wrongness for all in-
dices. The exceptions to this trend suggested that only high
status victims, not victims of lower or equal status, were rated
more wrong by older children. Similarly on female attack female,
female attack male, and male attack female the increase in victim
wrongness was more dramatic and extreme for high status than for
equal status victims. On all four sex inelces, low status vic-
tims did not increase in wrongness. FigUre clarifications of
the sex sets revealed the saliency of status considerations; the
pattern found for victim wrongness bn the status problem was evi-
dently operative within sex indices. Older children judged high
status, authority figures as more wrong and were less likely to
equate legitimacy with authority.
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Figure clarifications of the status, set, and sex problems
also articulated the importance of sex role identification on
children's judgments. Although the status and set analyses found
that girls in assessing child attack child rated aggression,
particularly physical aggression, more negatively, the analysis
by figure pairs revealed patterns consistent with the findings
of the sex problem: children rating the opposite sex gave higher
wrongness scores than did children rating the same sex. And ae
might be predicted, this pattern of sex role identification fo "nd
for sex indices was more pervasive in equal interaction:, In peer
to peer relationships status and authority concerns did not affect
or confound children's appraisals; hence, seu identification pro-
cesses were more clearly operative.

The figure findings are suggestive of the interplay between
status and sex. Both apparently affect perception of aggression
for girls and boys and for younger and older children. Further
work systematically varying these dimensions would more cogently
demonstrate the importance of each and the articulation between
the two.
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WADE R. 101At 321. 2.76 0.97 321. 5.49 1.36 321. 4.2?SLS 1 147. 2.54 0.95 147. 5.80 1.26 147. 4.32 1.07SLS 2 174. 2.98 0.99 174. 5.17 1.47 174. 6.21 0.9S41KLS ISO. 2.64 004 150. 5.80 1.08 150. 4.47 0.91HUTS 171. 2.88 1.00 171. 5.17 1.65 171. 4.06 1.12

TOTAL SES 1 399. 2.56 1.02 399. 5.80 1o33 399. 4.67 1.33TOTAL SES 2 412. 2.91 0.95 412. 5.60 1.28 412. 4.117 0.7i
TOTAL GIRLS 191. 2.68 0.98 391. 6.03 1.11 391. 4.96 1.'7.0TOTAL dOYS 420. 2.87 0.99 420. 5.37 1.50 420. 4.38 1.11

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SES 512 SFZI OMR SSX

TABLE: PROBLEM SIXTEEN

SUNMAKYMCAMS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS F04 PAR voices.

SUMMARY STATUS SCORES. ANOVA PROBLEM 16. VARIABLES 1 -3. VICTIM RATING.ITEM HUN WRUNG IS THE IVICTIM1.

GROUP REPURIED

ADULT ATTACKING CHILD
512.526.520.522.526,528,
530,534,538,540,5460554

H MiAN S.D.

CHILD ATTACKING ADULT
51X6542.5440500
552.538.560,564

N MEAN S.D.

CHILD ATTAKC:ING CHILD
514024053205369
540,556,5620566

N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4. TUTAL 274. 4.36 1.19 274. 2.89 1.67 274. 2.88 J1.26
SLS 1 135. 4.43 1.20 135. 2.82 1.70 135. 2.92 1.31SLS 2 139. 4.29 1.19 139. 2.96 1.64 139. 2.85 1.22GIRLS 130. 4.30 1.22 130. 2.93 1.74 130. 2.66 1.22
BUYS 1440 4.41 1.17 144. 2.86 1.61 144. 3.11 1.33

GRADE 6. TOTAL 216. 4.41 1.03 2/6. 3.54 1.91 216. 3.20 1.19
SES / '117. 4.40 1.07 11?. 3.49 2.05 117. 3.13 1.29SLS 2 99. 4.43 1.00 99. 3.60 1.16 99. 3.26 1.09GIRLS 111. 4.36 1002 111. 3.49 2.00 111. 3.11 1.17
HOTS LOS. 4.46 1.04 105. 3.59 1.82 105. 3.29 1.21

GRADE 8, TOTAL 321. 3.95 1.08 321. 3.69 1.77 321. 3.13 1.05SLS 1 147. 4.02 1.07 147. 3.65 1.91 147. 3.04 1.17
SCS 2 174. 3.88 1.09 114. 3.73 1.63 174. 3.22 C.93
GIRLS 150. 3.91 1.03 150. 3.50 1.77 150. 3.00 1.01
WITS 171. 4.00 1:13 171. 3.87 11.77 171. 3.26 1.09

TOTAL SES 1 399. 4.28 1.12 199. 3.32 1.89 399. 3.03 I.25TOTAL SCS 2 412. 4.20 1.09 412. 3.43 1.68 412. 3.11 1.08

TOTAL GIRLS )1. 4.19 L.09 391. 3.31 1.84 391. 2.92 1.33
TOTID, BUYS 420. 4.29 1.12 420. 3.44 1.73 420. 3.22 1.20

GIONDICANT spirma (MADE GRADE SEX
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UNITED STATES WI I TN

TAAI.F.1 MOILER TAN

41148441 /ILAN% ANU %HWARD 0091411106 FOk PAl

MMMMMM V 301 161431. ANUVA 141111138 lUt VARIABLES 14. 404401/401 841146.
MI6 .00116 IS IHE 141664TSSDRI.

PARtNIS HIT LHILUMeN CHILDREN 011 CHILORE4 PAPEDIS SCULU CMILURIEN CHILUREN %LULU C01104r4

4.80UP 14PJAILU

S21024024011

N MEA4 S.D.

411.514041061

N MtAN S.D.

511025,433.445

N MEAN S.O.

523.431.SS4.56.

N MEA9 S.O.

UMAUt 4, 1U1A1 274. 4.31 1.78 274. 5.24 1.26 IA. 1.97 1.14 224. 4.62 10
SLS 1 115. 1.84 1.82 133. 5.06 1.14 135. 2.03 1.16 13S. 4.66 1.31
SLS a 139. 4.18 1.14 119. 5.42 1.19 139. 1.92 1.15 134. 4.59 1.21
614LS I3U. 4.11 1.91 110. 5.59 1.18 130. 1.85 1.64 130. 4.91 1.33
8JVS 144. 4.51 1.65 144. 4.88 1.15 144. 2.10 1.76 144. 4.33 1.77

WADE 6. 101AL 216. 4.35 1.67 216. 5.22 1.20 216. 1.72 0.94 216. 4.35 1.26
StS 1 111. 3.67 1.78 117. 5.22 1.25 111. 1.70 0.96 117. 4.43 1.36
1,1 2 99. 4.03 1.56 99. 5.22 1.14 99. 1.73 0.94 99. 4.33 1.14
wIALS 111. 4.31 1.64 111. 5.46 1.05 111. 1.63 0.90 111. 4.74 1.26
0.385 105. 4.34 1.70 303. 4.09 1.35 10S. 1.86 1.00 105. 402 1.25

68AUE 8, IUTAL 321. 4.43 1.64 321. 4.8) 1.17 321. 1.11 0.98 321. 3.6P 1.22
114 1 147. 3.97 1.81 147. 4.80 1.21 141. 109 003 141. 3.82 1.3.
5t) 2 174. 4.89 1.41 114. 4.86 1.14 174. 1.113 1.14 174. 304 1.14
614LS ISO. 4.47 1.19 ISO. 5.06 1.06 ISO. 1.46 0.68 150. 3.87 1.12
RJVS 171. 4.39 1.49 M. 4.60 1.29 171. 1.86 1.1.4 171. 3.51 1.13

101A1 StS 1 399. 3.83 1.80 399. 4.03 1.21 199. 1.77 0.99 399. 4.30 1.34
101A1 SES 7 412. 4.30 1.59 412. 4.17 1.16 412. 1.81 1.011 412. 4.14 1.19

IUTAL 61.11.% 391. 4.3./ 1.78 391. S.40 1.19 391. 1.68 0.94 391. 4.41 1.23
101A1 M1!S 420. 4.43 1.61 420. 4.79 1.33 420. 1.92 1.11 420. 3.95 1.2n

..tasincorranCTI,

CROUP RiPJAITO

Lg.

CHILDREN SCULL PAREITS
417041049.556

4 MEAN S.U.

ORALS 6r2

TEACHERS SCULO CHILDREN
515.427

N MEAN S.D.

GRAD4 14.1

cuunovi stoic) lEACHERS
443.447

N MEA1 S.U.

DMA; 3.1

POLICEME1 SCUD LHILD4i4
519.537

1 MEA4 S.U.

unowe 4. IUTAL 274. S.01 1.39 274. 2.24 1.45 214. 5.37 1.78 274. 1.83 1.17
SLS 1 1)5. S.86 1.49 13S. 2.24 1.50 1)5. 5.79 1.94 135. 1.89 1.16
3.3 2 139. 4.7S 1.29 139. 2.24 1.40 1)9. 5.45 1.62 139. 1.17 1.19
u141.1 1)3. 5.96 1.3S 130. 7.28 1.44 130. 5.8) 1.54 130. 1.84 1.16
tHIV: 144. S.65 1.42 144. 2.20 1.46 144. 4.91 2.2 144. 1.82 1.18

GmAut 6. 1UTAL 216. 4.99 1.19 216. 2.61 1.61 216. 5.58 1.72 216. 1.94 1.32
StS 1 117. 6.12 IA) 117. 2.67 1.74 117. 5.42 1.81 Ili. 1.91 1.37
$L$ 2 99. 5.86 1.25 99. 2.55 1.47 99. 5.74 1.63 99. 1.97 1.26

111. 6.36 U.96 Ill. 2.38 1.45 111. 6.12 1.37 111. 1.96 1.38
lOTS 1JS. 5.62 1.42 105. 2.83 1.76 10S. 5.33 2.07 105. 1.92 1.26

LARUE 8. 1J1AL 321. 5.63 1.39 321. 2.23 1.45 321. S.23 3.69 321. 2.03 1.34
SFS 1 147. 5.94 1.27 141. 2.10 1.39 147. S.S7 10) 147. 2.02 1.11
Stlo 2 114. 5.32 1.51 174. 2.36 1.51 114. 4.90 1.86 174. 2.0) 1.29
6141.1 ISO. SAO 1.06 M. 2.02 1.36 ISO. S.44 1.40 150. 1.16 1.04
NUTS 171. SOS 1.72 171. 2.43 1.54 171. 4.9) 1.99 171. 2.29 1.59

101AL StS 1 399. S.97 1.30 )99. 2.33 1.54 399. S.42 1.16 )99. 1.94 1.31
IDIAL StS 2 412. 5.64 1.3S 412. 2.38 1.46 412. 5.36 1.70 412. 1.93 1.24

10141 ;14LS 391. 6.08 1.12 )91. 2.23 1.42 391. S.83 1.4) 391. 1.85 1.21
10141. rIUVS 42U. 5.54 1.52 420. 2.49 1.59 420. 4.95 2.0) 420. 2.01 1.34

=mica? umn=

CROUP A1PURItO

GRADE CIS Sti

CMILO4CN SCOLD PULICEMC1
551.563

N MEAN 1.0.

DRALE StZ

{MADE 4. IUTAL 274. SOS 1.51 OSAUE O. IUTAL 321. 5.46 1.60
SLS 1 1)S. 5.78 1.73 StS 1 147. 4.77 1.46
SLS 2 134. 6.11 1.3U StS 2 174. 5.16 1.14
DIALS 11U. 6.12 1.45 61RLS ISO. 4.87 1.21
OUTS 144. 5.77 1.51 KITS 111. S.OS 1.93

6RAUE 6. IUTAL 216. 5.91 1.41 IUTAL St% 1 399. S.84 1.51
S.S 1 111. 3006 104 IUTAL SLS i 412. SOS 1.411

Si) 2 99. 5.96 1.43
GIRLS III. 6.41 1.01 IUTAL 6IALS 391. 6.13 1.24
ROTS 101. 5.51 1.42 1U1A4 MOTS 42U. S.45 1.81

C10111210487 win= °RA 812



UNITED STATES WHITE

TABLE: PROBLEM FOURTEEN

SUMMARY HF2NS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FDA PAR 19DeLES.

SUMMARY St! 51.00.11. ANUVA PRUBLEM 140 VARIABLES 14.
ITEM HWY ROONG IS THE IVICIIMI.

VICTIM RATING.

GROUP RENAUD

PARENTS H11 LHILUREN
422,410,4406546

N MEAN S.D.

CHILDREN HIT CHILDREN
414,5360546,562

N MEAN S.O.

1.111051S SCUIU CHILI/11LN
512E4266434,446

N MEAN S.U.

CHILDREN SLUED Li110919
414.432,466,466

V REAM S.D.

GRADE 41 101AL 214. 3.86 1.57 274. 2.69 1.36 274. 4.57 1.40 274. 3.67 1.39
StS 1 135. 4.00 1.58 135. 2.40 1.39 135. 4.64 1.46 135. 3.12 1.41'

SLS 2 139. 3.11 1.5T 119. 2.61 1.32 139. 4.510 1.34 139. 3....1 1.27
GIRLS 130. 3.91 1.53 130. 2.41 1.28 130. 4.52 1.40 M. 2.9J 1.37
BUYS 144. 3.80 1.62 144. 2.91 1.44 144. 4.61 1.40 144. 3.21 1.43

GRAY( 60 fUIAL 216. 4.06 1.35 216. 3.07 1.35 216. 4.48 1.26 216. 3.32 I.29
SFS I 117. 4.08 1.35 117. 3.05 1.49 117. 4.55 1.30 117. 3.22 1.3.
SLS 2 99. 4.04 1.35 99. 3.09 1.22 .99. 4.61 1.21 99. 3.4? 1.1/
GIRLS III. 4.01 1.25 111. 2.94 1.10 111. 4.54 1.31 111. 3.26 1.29
OOPS 105. 4.11 1.45 105. 3.19 1.41 105. 4.62 1.11 104. 3.37 1.21

GRADE 8. 101AL 321. 3.66 1.33 321. 3.02 1.21 321. 4.11 1.75 321. 3.23 1.18
SES 1 141. 3.78 1.34 147. 2.94 1.28 147. 4.19 1.24 147. 3.14 1.3e
SFS 2 114. 3.53 1.33 174. 3.09 1.14 174. 4.03 1.24 174. 3.37 1.04
GIRLS 153. 3.52 1.33 140. 2.89 1.21 150. 4.46 1.14

11131. 33.797

1.09
8085 171. 3.19 1.34 171. 3.14 1.21 171. 4.16 5.36 1.26

TOTAL StS 1 399. 3.95 1.42 399. 2.90 1.39 399. 4.46 1.34 399. 3.16 1.4.
IUTAL StS 2 412. 3.77 1.42 412. 2.95 1.23 412. 4.38 1.27 412. 3.25 1.16

101AL GIRLS 391. 3.82 1.37 391. 2.75 1.26 891. 4.38 1.28 391. 3.09 1.24
IUTAL DOES 420. 3.90 1.47 420. 3.10 1.35 420. 4.46 1.32 420. 3.32 1.3?

GRADE GRADE SEX GRADE

GROUP RLPURILD

CHILDREN SC01.0 PARENTS
5181542.5500560

N MEAN S.D.

TEACHERS

N

SCOLD CHILDREN
515,528

!ILAN S.D.

CHILUREN SCOLD
544.558

N MEAN

TEACHERS

S.O.

POLICEMOI SCULO raTILDREN
520.538

MEAN S.D.

GRAUE 4. WEAL M. 2.82 1.73 274. 4.45 1.46 214. 3.26 2....3 214. 4.83 1.44
St5 I 135. 2.73 1.76 135. 4.40 1.62 135. 3,?I 2.38 IS!. 4.88 1.44
SES 2 139. 2.91 1.69 139. 4.49 1.30 139. 3.31 1.97 139. 4./8 1.43
alaLs 130. 2.87 1.76 130. 4.35 1.38 130. .3.16 1.93 130. 4.53 1.45
UUYS 144. 2.11 1.69 144. 4.54 1.54 144. 3.36 2.13 144. 5.13 1.42

GRAUE 6. TOTAL 216. 3.50 1.98 216. 4.35 1.37 216. 3.13 2.10 216. 4.79 1.33
SLS I III. 3.47 2.10 117. 4.44 1.38 117. 3.60 2.?3 117. 4.64 1.45.
SLS 2 99. 3.52 1.87 99. 4.26 1.35 99. MT 1.91 99. 4.93 1.2
DIALS ill. 3.50 2.U4 M. 4.34 1.32 111.. 3.55 2.12 111. 4.65 1.33
OUNS 105. 3.49 1.92 105. 4.36 1.41 105. 3.91 2.08 105. 4.93 1.32

...

GRADE 8, TOTAL 321. 3.12 1.90 321. 3.94 1.33 321. 3.711 2.00 321. 4.20 1.4,
SLS I 147. 3.68 2.04 147. 3.92 1.31 147. 3.68 2.10 147. 4.24 1.38
SES 2 M. 3.75 1.17 1/4. 3.96 1.36 174. 3.80 1.91 174. 4.16 1.41
:IRIS 150. 3.56 1.84 150. 4.01 1.26 150. 3.60 1.98 150. 4.43 1.26
UUYS 171. 3.87 1.97 171. 3.87 1.41 M. 3.96 2.03 171. 4.19 1.53

TOTAL SES 399. 3.29 1.97 399. 4.25 1.44 399. 3.49 2.14 399. 4.59 1.47
TOTAL SCSI 2 412. 3.39 1.78 412. 4.24 1.34 412. 3.68 1.95 412. 4.62 1.35

101AL GIRLS 391. 3.31 1.88 391. 4.24 1.32 391. 3.44 2.01 391. 4.46 1.34
TOTAL OUTS 420. 3.38 1.86 420. 4.26 1.46 420. 3.74 2.08 420. 4.75 1.43

GRADE GRADE GRADE GRADE

GRUUP ALPORIE9

CHILDREN SCOLD POLICEMEN
552,564'

N MEAN S.U.

GRAUE 41 101AL M. 2.69 1.86 GRADE 8, IOTAL 321. 3.55 2.00
StS 1 135. 2.63 1.88 SES 1 147. 3.58 2.12
SES 2 139. 2.75 1.84 StS 2 M. 3.52 1.87

GIRLS W. 2.82 2.00 GIRLS 150. 3.29 2.00
BUYS 144. 2.56 1.72 BUYS 171. 3.81 2.00

GRAUE 61 101AL 216. 3.46 2.13 TOTAL SES 1 399. 3.22 2.10
StS 1 117. 3.44 2.31 IOTAL SES 2 412. 3.25 1.89

SLS 2
GIRLS

99.
111.

3.48
3.43

1.95
2:16 IOTAL GIRLS 391. 3.18 2.05

BUYS 105. 1.48 2.09 IDEAL DOTS 420. 1.29 1.93
GRADE:



WPM %TATES WHITR

TOM PROBLEM ELEVEN
SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD UE91411065 FOR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY SEA SCUITES. ANUVA PROILEM 110 VAR/AOLES 1.4. AGGRESSOR A/TUNG.
111P NUM WRUNG IS INC IAGURESSUITI.

GROUP ALPD41111

MALI MAIMING MALE
111.149.$31011.

339,141.563

N MEAN S.D.

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE
117021,129.131.33711561

N MEAN S.D.

FEMALE ATTACKING MALE
113545e549.151,143.151

N MEAN S.U.

FEMALE AllAKCING FEMALE
121.5250147.539065

i MEAN S.D.

GRADE 40 TOTAL 274. 4.19 0.05 274. 3.93 0.97 274. 4.19 1.00 274. 4.41 0.99
5411 I 135. 4.16 4.67 115. 3.64 1.03 135. 4.69 1.3S 135. 4.22 1.05
SLS 2 139. 4.23 4.62 139. 4.01 0,90 139. 4.89 4.95 139. 4.60 0.92
GIRLS 130. 4.32 0.60 130. 4.44 0.82 130. 4.34 1.08 130. 4.60 0.91
BUS 144. 4.06 U.09 144. 1.41 1.11 144. 5.24 L.92 144. 4.22 1.05

GRADE 6. TOTAL 216. 4.14 U.83 216. 3.95 0.94 216. 4.71 0.90 216. 4.09 0.95
SLS I 117. 4.04 U.64 117. 3.91 0.16 111. 4.58 0.94 117. 4.29 0.91
SCS 2 99. 4.23 0.62 99. 1.99 0.93 99. 4.84 0.85 99. 4.46 0.93
GIRLS III. 4.13 13.16 III. 4.50 0.81 III. 4.52 0.82 III. 4.61 0.97
BUYS 105. 3.94 4.90 105. 3.40 1.00 105. 4.69 0.97 10S. 4.17 1.04

GRAUE 6. TOTAL 321. 3.67 0.76 321. 348 0.83 121. 4.29 0.89 321. 4.39 0.9)
SLS I 147. 3.66 0.79 141. 3.83 0.65 147. 4.29 0.66 147. 4.I 0.42
StS 2 174. 3.05 1.73 174. 3.93 0.80 174. 4.28 0.92 174. 4.47 0.89
GIRLS ISO. 4.01 0.66 150. 4.14 0.72 150. 4.16 0.82 ISO. 4.22 0.89
BOYS .171. 3.72 0.86 171. 3.62 0.93 171. 4.19 0.57 171. 3.95 0.91

TUIAL SFS I 399. 4.03 1.83 399. 3.86 0.91 399. 4.52 399. 4.20 0.98
TOTAL SV's 412. 4.10 U.79 412. 3.98 0.88 412. 4.67

,0.95
0.91 412. 4.38 0.91

TOTAL GIRLS 391. 4.22 0.74 391. 4.36 0.79 391. 4.35 0.91 391. 4.47 0.9D
TOTAL BUYS 420. 3.91 0.88 420. 3.47 1.04 420. 4.84. 0.95 420. 4.11 0.99

statuslcArr4MUTS 'GRADS SEX SEX GRADE Ski GRAM SU

TABLE: PROBLEM FIFTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY SEX SCORES. ANUVA PRUDLEM IS, VARIABLES 1 -4.
ITEM NUM WRUNG IS THE IVICIIMI.

VICTIM MATING.

GROUP ReeuRrEG

MALE'ATIAKCING MALE
51205204320360
540,542064

N MEAN S.O.

MALI ATTACKING FEMALE
316020029034038,562

'MEAN S.D.

FEMALE ATTACKING MALE
514046.1110.514054.1156

N MEAN S.D.

FEMALE ATIAKCING FEMALE
522026046,560,566

N BEAN S.D.

GRADE 4. IU1AL 274. 3.51 1.02 274. 3.73 1.16 274. 3.15 1.20 274. 3.112 1.28
SES I 135. 3.51 1.06 135. 3.61 1.17 135. 3.14 1.27 131. 1.17 1.27
SLS 2
GIRLS

139.
130.

3.51
3.48

0.90
4.95

139. 3.64 1.20 ,
130. 3.20 0.96

139.
130.

3.16
s.se

1.13
1.25

139.
M.

3.46
3.33

1.48
1.26

6015 144. 3.54 1.09 144. 4.25 1.36 144. 2.73 1.15 144. 3.71 1.29

GRADE 6. TOTAL 216. 3.64 0.92 216. 3.96 1.12 216. 3.17 1.13 216. 3.78 1.18
SFS 1 Ill. 3.60 1.02 111. 3.92 1.17 117. 3.52 1.17 111. 3.76 1.26
StS 2 99. 3.80 2.82 99. 4.04 1.07 99. 3.62 1.19 99. 3.76 1.11
GIRLS
BUYS

111.
105.

3.89
3.19

1.95
0.09

III. 3.59 1.00
105. 4.37 1.24

111.
101.

1.76
1.31

1.02
1.24

111.
105.

3.65
3.91

1.16
1.21

AAADE 8. IUTAL 321. 3.63 4.09 sit. 3.65 1000 321. 3.59 1.04 321. 3.59 1.00
SES I 147. 3.64 U.96 14F. 3.64 1.06 147. 3.61 1.08 147. 3.59 1.07
SLS 174. 3.63 0.03 174. 3.67 0.94 174. 3.56 1.00 M. 3.59 0.93
GIRLS ISO. 3.55 0.83 150. 3.40 0.92 150. 1.55 1.00 ISO. 3.47 0.99
GUYS 171. 3.72 0.96 171. 3.91 1.09 111. 3.62 1.08 111. 3.72, 1.01

FOTAL SES 1
TOTAL StS 2

6199.

412.
1.65
3.67

1.01
0.07

399. 3.79 1.13
412. 3.78 1.07

399.
412.

3.43
3.44

1.17
1.07

399.
412.

3.105
3.61

1.20
1.1)

TOIAL GIRLS 391. 3.64 0.91 391. 3.19 0.91 391. 3.64 1.09 39te 3.48 1.14
101AL BUYS 420. 3.66 0.96 420. 4.18 1.24 420. 3.23 1.16 420. 3.18 1.17

3109DIFICANTE7IMT8 GADS GRADE ShZ STZ
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UNITED STATES DRUB

TABLE: MOM HINT
SUMMARY MEAN* AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

ITEM - HUM liNUNG IS

GAUP REPUR1Cd

ANOVA PRUBLEM 9,
THE IAGGRESSURI.

FATHER HITTING SUN
539

N MEAN S.O.

AGGRESSUR RATING.

FATHER HITTING DAUGHTER MOTHER HITTING SUN
S29 553

N MEAN S.D. N 4EAN S.U.

MOTHER HITTING OAUGHIER
521

% 9E44 S.U.

GRADE 4, IUIAL 274. 4.59 2.21 274. 4.31 206 274. 4.57 2.18 274. 3.84 2.211
SLS 1 135. 4.08 2.39 135. 3.94 2.50 135. 4.16 2.52 135. 3.25 2.34SES 2 139. 5.10 2.02 139. 4.60 2.21 139. 4.98 1.113 139. 4.42 2.220IALS 130. 4.30 2.30 130. 4.48 2.31 130. 3.87 2.40 130. 3.84 2.18

144. 4.88 2.11 144. 4.14 2.40 144. 5.27 1.95 Woo 3.83 2.19

GRAVE 6, TUTAL 216. 4.61 2.15 21641 4.48 2.18 216. 4.51 2.05 216. 3.90 2.04SIS 1 117. 3.92 2.33 117. 3.73 2.37 117. 3.71 2.37 117. 3.39 2.14SFS 2 99. 5.30 1.98 99. 5.22 1.98 99. 5.31 1.13 99. 4.40 1.94
01031.5 Ill. 4.33 2.11 111. 4.77 2.01 Ill. 4.29 1.95 III. 3.96 1.888UY5 105. 4.90 2.19 105. 4.19 2.35 105. 4.73 2.16 105. 3.84 2.19

GRAVE 8, TUIAL 321. 4.50 2.01 321. 4.75 1.97 321. 4.45 1.98 321. 4.09 1.97StS 1 147. 4.35 2.19 197. 4.31 2.13 147. 3.99 2.14 141. 3.51 2.DSSES 2 174. 4.85 1.04 114. 5.19 1.80 174. 4.91 1.112 174. 4.67 1.C4GIRLS 150. 4.38 2.09 150. 9.89 2.00 ISO. 4.40 1.92 155. 4.28 2.01:CM Ill. 4.62 1.94 Ill. 4.61 1.93 171. 4.50 2.04 3.41 1.91

TOTAL 5E5 1 399. 4.05 2.30 399. 3.99 2.33 399. 3.96 2.34 399. 3.39 2.16TOTAL 5tS 2 412. 5.U8 1.95 412. 5.03 2.00 412. 5.07 1.79 412. 4.5L 2.01

IUTAL 01ALS 391. 4.34 2.17 391. 4.71 2.11 391. 4.19 2.09 391. 4.01 2.02TOIAL dUYS 42G. 4.60 2.08 420. 4.31 2.23 420. 4.83 2.95 420. 3.86 2.1?
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

GROUP REPURIEU

807

N

HITTINI4 BUY
535

MEAN .11.0.

BOY HITTING GIRL
561

N KLAN S.O.

GIRL HIVING BOY
513

N BEAN 5.0.

GIRL HITTING GIRL
541

1. AEA% S.D.

GRATA 4, T0IAL 214. 5.33 1.87 214. 5.05 1.95 274. 5.31 1.06 214. 5.34 1.95515 1 135. 5.25 1.97 135. 4.811 2.19 135. 5.14 2.02 135. 5.03 2.23511 2 139. 5.40 1.77 139. 5.22 1.71 119. 5.49 100 139. 5.05 1.68aTALS 130. 5.75 1.61 130. 6.17 1.40 130. 4.75 2.12 130. 5.70 1.61ours 144. 4.91 2.13 144. 3.93 2.50 144. 5.07 1.60 144. 4.89 2.27
TRADE 6. 10IAL 216. Sold 1.07 210. 5.26 1.69 21E. 5.02 1.96 216. 5.52 1.75SIS 1 117. 5.07 1.99 117. 5.25 1.76 117. 5.17 2.01 III. 5.49 1.87S..5 2 99. 5.29 1.75 99. 5.26 1.61 99. 4.10 1.91 99. 5.54 1.53GIRLS 111. 5.54 102 Ill. 6.40 0.98 111. 4.51 2.1.4 111. 5.85 1.46II.IYS 105. 4.81 2.01 105. 4.13 2.38 105. 5.52 1.18 105. 5.18 2.04
(*RAUL 8, 101AL 321. 4.61 1.78 321. 5.32 1.7? 321. 4.41 1.93 321. 5.011StS 1 147. 4.53 1.89 147. 5.37 1.711 147. 4.36 1.87 147 5.02 1.011StS. 2 174. 4.61 1.66 114. 50? 106 114. 4.45 1.99 24. 504 1.5R.i1ALS 150. 5.07 1.03 150. 5.99 1.28 ISO. 3.90 lee? 150. 5.31 1.61dOYS 171. 4.15 1.92 171. 4.65 2.26 4.84 1.98 Ill. 4.65 3.79

IUIAL Sts 1 399. 4.95 1.95 399. 5.17 1.91 399. 4.89 Sol? 399. 5.10 1.91TOIAL SE5 2 412. 5.12 1.73 412. 5.26 1.69 412. 4.94 1.87 412. 5.44 1.61
lUIAL GIRLS 391. 5.45 1.66 391. 6.19 1.22 391. 4.41 2.04 381. 5.65 1.51301 AL NUYS 420. 4.62 2.02 420. 4.24 2.311 420. 5.41 1.19 420. 4.91 2.04

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SEX
GRADE SEX



UNITED STATER WHITE

TABLE: 2110111LEN NINE

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FON PAR INDICES.

ANUVA PRIMILER 9, AGGRESSOR RATING.
ITFM HUN WONG IS INE IAGGRESSUR1.

GROUP NLPUNTIO

FATHER

N

SCOLDING SUN
SII

MEAN S.D.

FATHER SCULOING DAUGHTER
533

M MEAN S.U.

MOTHER SCOLDING SON
545

N MEAN S.D.

RUINER SCULDING OtUGNIEN
525

9 MEAN S.O.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 214. 1.77 1.30 274. 2.06 1.66 274. 2.26 1.84 274. 1.85 .49
SLS 1 135. 1.93 1.51 133. 2.15 1.84 135. 2.32 1.98 135. 1.77 .5.
Sib 2 1:.9. 1.62 1.09 139. 1.98 1.47 139. 2.21 1.70 139. 1.94 .47
GIRLS 130. 1.66 1.17 130. 2.18 1.70 130. 1.72 1.36 130. 1.91 .45
11095 144. 1.89 1.42 144. 1.95 1.62 144. 2.81 2.33 844. 1.80 .5?

GRADE 6. TUTAL 216. 1.46 0.81 216. 1.98 1.49 216. 1.75 1.24 216. 1.73 .35
SES 1 117. 1.34 0.86 117. 2.09 1.67 117. 1.71 1.24 111. 1.66 .39
SES 2 99. 1.57 0.75 99. 1.87 1.32 99. 1.73 1.24 99. 1.78 .3b
618LS 111. 1.42 0.81 III. 2.01 1.53 1.43 0.89 111. 1.69 .15
01)95 105. 1.49 0.80 105. 1.96 1.45 M. 1.59 105. 1.77 .54

GRADE 8. WIAL 371. 1.47 1.01 321. 1.79 1.27 321. 1.88 1.42 321. 1.76 .36
SI S 1 147. 1.32 0.79 147. 8.64 1.17 147. 1.71 1.28 147. 1.72 .41
SLS 2 174. 1.61 1.23 174. 1.93 1.36 174. 2.05 1.56 174. 1.80 .34
GIRLS 150. 1.33 0.77 150. 1.70 1.20 150. 1.65 1.19 150. 1.59 .28
11JYS W. 1.58 1.25 171. 1.67 1.33 171. 2.10 1.66 171. 1.93 .47

lUIAL St% 1 399. 1.53 1.05 199. 1.96 8.56 399. 1.93 1.50 399. 1.72 .48
TOTAL SCS .7 412. 1.60 1.03 412. 1.93 1.36 412. 1.99 1.50 412. 1.13A .31

:DIAL 6111LS 391. 1.48 0.92 391. 1.96 1.48 391. 1.60 1.14 391. 1.73 .29
TOTAL fors 420. 1.65 I.141- 42D. 1.93 1.47 420. 2.32 1.86 420. 1.83 .51

hIGNIFICANT EFFECTS
GRADE SEX GRADE SEX

I:80UP NEP1181t0

809

N

SCULOSAG 1109
531

MEAN S.D.

80V SCOLDING GIRL
523

14 MEAN S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING 1109
SSS

N REAR S.D.

31111

V

SCOLDING GIRL
565

SEAN S.O.

GRADE 4, TUTAL 174. 4.32 1.07 274. 4.20 1.84 174. 4.81 2.00 214. 5.44 2.05
StS 1 135: 4.28 2.19 115. 4.17 1.91 5.00 2.01 135. 5.25 2.21
VS 2 139. 4.31 1.96 139. 4.42 1,76 139: 4.62 1.94 139. 5.23 1.85
,,114LS 13J. 4.73 1.99. 130. 5.57 1.60 130. 3.82 2.49 130. '.42 1.798195 144. 3.92 4.16 144. 2.82 2.09 144. 5.80 1.70 144. 4.86 2.11

6840E 6, TUTAL 216. 4.07 1.91 216. 3.92 1.79 216. 4.79 1.95 216. 4.81 1.89
Si% 1 111. 4.15 1.98 3.93 1.89 117. 4.79 2.19 117. 4.91 2.04
8LS 4 T9. 4.00 8.84 99. 3.91 1.10 99. 4,19 1.80 99. 4.10 1.14
0INLS 118. 4.48 1.83 111. 5.22 1.75 III. 4.03 2.10. 111. 3.12 1.71
NUYS 101. 3.67 1.99 . 105. 2.62 1.83 105. 5.56 1.19 105. 4.31 2.06

GRAUE 8. 1.1AL 321. 3.50 1.74 321. 3.58 1.10 321. 3.77 1.85 321. 3.46 1.76
SLS I 841. 3.6U 1.84 147. 3.59 1.73 147. 3.91 1.95 147. 4.28 1.72
S1S 2 114. 3.40 1.64 174. 3.56 1.68 874. 3.64 1.02 174. 3.64 I.750/4S 150. 3.71 1.57 150. 4.39 1.6% 150. 3.25 1.78 ISO. 4.17 1.61
MOV5 171. 3.28 1.91 171. 2.77 1.76 171. 4.29 1.99 171. 3.74 1.91

101AL SLS 1 399. .4.01 4.00 399. 3.90 1.85 399. 4.87 2.02 399. 4.81 2.02
TOTAL 51% 4 412. 3.92 1.81 412. 3.90 1.71 412. 4.15 1.67 412. 4.57 1.78

TOTAL oIRLS 391. 4.31 1.80 391. 5.06 1.67 391. 3.70 2.06 391. 5.04 8.71
TOTAL SOY% 420. 3.62 2.02 420. 2673 1.89 420. 5.21 883 420. 4.3:. 2.1:

sIGNIFICANT IFPECTS
GRADE SEX GRADE SE) SEX 'GRADE SEX



mum STASIS 914151

546151 mum $191
SURNI19 05434% AND STANDARD 0E916,10NS POR PAN INUICtS

ANOVA PRUBLIIN 90
Aagiessaa RAPING.ITEM HOW 1011/46 IS 1143 immusso41.

GROUP ALPORIED

1107 SCOLDING FAIHER
SA1

N MEAN S.D.

808 :cool,* NOFNEA
SI/

N Mt AN S.D.

GIRL SCOLDING FATHER
S49

N MEAN S.D.

0181 SLAM% m3INtA
559

N MEAV S.J.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 214. S.08 1.91 274. 6.02 /c61 214. 5.81 1.82 274. 5. 7b 1.77
5LS 1 135. 5.81 1.47 13S. 6.04 1.80 135. S.05 1.97 135. 5.78
SES 2 139. 5.53 1.83 139. 6.01 1.41 139. 5.78 1.67 139. 5,.74 1.60
0141.5 130. 5.96 1.72 130. 6.26 1.35 130. 5.82 1.28 130. S.84 3.69
OUTS 344. 5.40 2.11 144. 5.77 1.08 144. S.81 1.87 144. 5.69 1.716GRADE 6. IUIAL M. Sae 1.60 216. 6.06 1.40 216. 6.20 1.47 216. 5.48 1.533

St% 1 117. 5.91 1.83 117. 6.44 1.15 117. 6.16 1.68 117. 6.33 1.76
SUS, 2 99. 5.63 1.77 99. 5.68 1,62 99. 6.24 1.26 99. 5.96 1.4)
6181.5 111. 6.32 1.36 111. 6.54 0.95 111. 6.43 i.22 III. 6.21 1.4:o
8071 105. 5.24 2.24 105. 5.59 1.85 105. S.97 1.72 105. 5.75 1.7568401 8. TOTAL 321. 5.61 1.66 321. 5.74 1.64 321. 5.70 1.61 321. 5.44 1.61

SLS 1 147. S.87 1.61 147. 5.98 1.52 147. 6.00 1.44 147. 6.97 I.4
SLS 2 174. 5.35 1.71 174. 5.50 1.76 174. 5.39 1.79 174.. 5.11 I.74
1.1415 150. 6.01 1.27 150. 5.98 1.3S 150. S.95 1.24 150.. 6.74 1.35
dUVS 171. 5.20 2.0S 171. 5.50 1.94 171. 5.44 1.99 5.34 LAI/101A1. SLS 1 399. 5.87 1.60 399. 6.15 1.50 399. 6.00 1.70 399. S.92 1.73

TOTAL SLS 2 412. 5.51 1.28 412. 5.73 1.61 412. 5.80 1.57 412. 5.61 1.58VOIAL 61815 391. 6.09 1.45 191. 6.22 1.22 391. 6.07 1.41 391. 5.93 1.48
10IAL HUTS 420. 5.28 2.13 420. 5.62 1.89 420. 5.74 1.86 42G. 5.59 1.83SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

MADE SES

(LACHER SCOLDING 807
515

TEACHER SCOLDING GIRL"
S27

809 SCOLDING ITACNER GILL SCULUIVS 1841641-4

557 543
GAUU8 ALPURILU N MEAN S.U. N MOAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N 8248 S.O.

GRAUE 4. MAL 274. 2.26 1.70 274. 2.22 1.66 274. 5.26 2.08 274. 5.48 2.01
VS 1
S1.S 2

13S.
139.

2.34
2.18

1.86
1.54

135.
139.

2.14
2.30

1.70
1.62

135.
139.

5.33
5e20

2.19
1.97

135.
139.

5.24
5.11

2.27
1.75

618LS 131. 2.19 1.61 130. 2.37 1.70 138. 5.96 1.65 130. 5.70 1.89
tors 144. 2.33 1.79 144. 2.07 1.63 144. 4.57 2.51 144. 5.25 2.1368ACE 6.4411AL 216. 2.16 2.03 216. 2.45 1.82 216. 5.62 1.83 216. 5.51 2.00

St% 1 117. 3.02 2.32 ill'. 2.32 1.93 Al2. 5.49 1.99 117. 5.35 2.14
Sii 2 99. 2.51 1.23 99. 2.58 1.71 99. 5.75 1.67 99. S.72 1.06
618151 111. 2.49 1.88 111. 2.27 1.68 111. 6.30 1.28 III. 5.95 1.74
BUTS 105. 3.04 2.18 105. 2.63 1.96 105. 4.94 2.37 105. 5.11 2.25

11.14408 Nip 101AL 321. 2.19 1.57 321. 2.27 1.64 321. 5.30 1.12 321. 5.12 1.96
SIS 1 147. 2.01 1.3S 147. 2.12 1.50 147. 5.63 1.55 147. 5.51 1.87
SLS 2 174. 2.31 1.59 174. 2.42 1.77 174. 4.98 1.90 174. 4.82 2.04
(0815 150. 1.90 1.33 330. 2.1S 1.63 150. 5.65 1.10 150. 5.43 1.70
EOM 171. 2.48 1.81 171. 2.39 1.65 171. 4.95 2.02 171. 4.90 2.23IDIAL SL% 1 391. 2.48 1.91 199. 2.19 1.71 399. 5.48 1.91 399. 5.37 2.09

1UIAL SES 412. 2.33 1.62 412. 2.43 1.70 412. 5.31 1.85 412. 5.42 1.88ram GIRLS 391. 2.19 1.61 191. 2.26 1.47 391. 5.47 1.44 391. 5.89 1.78
IUIAL 3071 420. 2.62 1.93 420. 2.36 1.74 420. 4.82 2.32 420. 5.09 2.205IGNIFIGANT CV FEGTS GIME SF,S



UNITEP STATES WHITE

TABLE: PROBLEM NINE

SUMMARY MEANS AND StAIDARD DEVIATIONS PAW PAR INDICES.

ANUVA PAUBLEM 9.
ITEM - MUW WRONG IS IME 1/10GRESSUR/.

AGGRESSOR RATING.

POLICEMAN SCULDING BUY POLICEMAN SULDING GIRL BUY SCOL0146 POLICEMAN GIRL SCOLDING POLICEMAN

GROUP REPORIL4 N

519

MEAN See. N

537

MLAN S.D.

563

N MEAN S.J. N

551

MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4. IMAL 274. 1.14 1.37 274. 1.92 1.53 274. 5.91 1.82 274. 5.98 101
SES 1 135. '1.87 1.49 135. 1.91 1.60 135. 5.89 1.95 135. 5.6? 2.19
SLS 2 139. 1.61 1.24 139. 1.93 1.47 139. 5.93 1.68 139. 6.29 1.24GIRLS
BOYS

130.
144.

1.72
1477

1.30
1.43

130.
144.

1.96
1.88

1.41
1.66

130. 6.16
;:::

130.
144.

6.09
5.88

1.66
1.76

GRADE 6. TOIAL 216. 1.89 1.53 216. 1.99 1.51 216. 5.95 1.60 216. 5.99 1.68SES I III. 1484 1.58 II7. 1.99 1.62 117. 6.04 1.58 117. 5.89 1.93
SES 2 99. 1..95 1.47 99. 2.00 1.39 99. 5.87 1.63 99. 6.09 1.4361415 III. 1.82 1.41 111. 2.10 1.64 111. 6.38 1.13 M. 6.43 1.19
BUYS 105. 1.96 1.64 105. 1.08 1.38 105. 5.52 2.08 105o 5.54 2.17

GRADE 8. TOTAL 321. 1.96 1.52 321. 2.10 1.49 321. 5.41 1.71 321. 5.51 1.76SES 1 141. 1.98 1.54 147. 2.07 1.57 147. 5.74 1.51 147. 5.79 1.68
SES 2
GIRLS_

174.
15D.

1.95
1.65

1.50
1.22

114.
150.

2.12
1.87

1.42
1.26 i

174. 5.09 1.92
150. 5.89 1.29

174.
150.

5.23
5.85

1.84
1.41BUYS 171* 2.27 1.83 171. 2.32 1.13 171. 4.94 2.14 171. 5.17 2.11

rurAL SES 1 399. 1.90 1.54 399. 1.99. 1.50 399. 5.89 1.68 399. 5.78 1.94!OVAL 3E3 2 412. 1.83 1.41 412. 2.02 1.43 412. 5.63 1.74 412. 5.87 1.50

TOTAL GIRLS 39/. 1.73 1.31 391. 1.98 1.43 391. 6.15 1.32 391. 6.12 1.42
IDIAL BUYS 420. 2.00 1.63 420. 2.03 1.59 420. 5.37 2.10 .420. 5.53 2.02

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SEX



Per
UNITED STATP1 WHITE

TABLE! PROM THIRTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS ANU STANDARD DEVIAIIONS FOR PAR INUIL6S.

ANUVA PROBLEM 13, VIC116 81111100ITEM - HOW KRUNG IS THE 19101161.

Game atewiren

FAIRER HMI% SON
540

N MEAN S.O.

FATHER HITTING DAUGHTER
510

N MtAN S.O.

6011166 KIffING SO4
554

N MEAN S.U.

RUINER 1411T1111; 04U4HII'R
522

N MIEA4 S.D.

GRAUE 4, tUTAL 214. 3.11 2.06 274. 4.02 2.10 274. 3.50 2.06 274. 4.29 2.14511 I 135. 3.86 2.18 135. 4.16 2.24 135. 3.48 2.28 135. 4.56 2.22SES 2 139. 3.51 1.94 139. 3.68 1.96 139. 3.53 1.68 139. 4.00 2.01GIRLS 130. 3.95 2.01 130. 3.48 1.96 130. 4.10 2.21 130. 4.46 1.99own 144. 3.41 2.11 144. 4.35 2.24 144. 2.91 1.96 144. 4.52 2.3.4

GRAUE 6, IUIAL 216. 4.06 1.60 216. 4.10 1.92 216. 3.90 1.95 216. 4.28 1.86SLS I 111e 4.00 1.89 117. 4.07 2.09 M. 4.03 2.14 117. 4.52 1644StS 99e 4.12 1.10 99. 4.12 1.14 99. 3.78 1.11 94. 4.24 1.17014LS III. 4.24 1.71 III. 3.11 1.82 III. 4.10 1.72 Ill. 4.62 1.86GUYS 105. 3.81 1.69 105. 4.43 2.01 105. 3.71 2.19 105. 4.54 1.90
GRADE go tam 321. 3.52 1.10 321., 3.18 1.69 321. 3.10 1.80 321. 3.72 I.7..SLS I 141. 3.60 1.75 141. 3.90 1.14 147. 3.18 1.86 141. 3.90 1.79SLS 2 114. 3.43 1.65 114. 3.65 1.65 114. 3.61 1.14 114. 1.53 1.61414LS 150. 3.41 1.56 150. 3.59 1.60 150. 3.54 1.12 150. 3.57 1.64.1035

rural ses

III.

399.

3.56

3.82

1.84

1.94

III.

399.

3.96

4.04

1.19

2.02

111,

399.

3.86

3.76

1.87

2.09

171.

399.

3.66

4.27

1.76

2.0ITUTAL SFS 2 412. 3.11 1.16 412. 3.88 1.18 412. 3.64 1.80 412. 3.42 1.81

10141 GIRLS 391. 3.89 1.16 391. 3.68 1.19 391. 3.92 1.08 391. 3.68 IA/WIAL dLIVS 420. 3.64 1.95 420. 4.25 2.41 420. 3.49 2.01 420. 4.31 1.96
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

GRADE SEX GRADE SF.S SEX

BUY HIffING 8111 801 HITTING GIRL GIRL H1f1ING MUT 1.1111. HITTING GIRL536 S62 514 548

GROUP RIPURILO N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D. N 6E45 S.O. N 6E41 S.O...,

....

6RAUE 4. 14IAL 214. 2.50 1.93 274. 3.14 2.10 214. 2.93 1.81 214. t.79 2.04SLS 1 135. 2.54 2.01 135. 3.12 2.12 135. 2.53 1.95 155. 2.13 2.15SLS R 139. 2.62 1.85 139. 3.15 2.08 139. 2.14 1.66 139. 2.65 2.01.01RLS 130. 2.39 1.16 130. 2.16 1.12 130. 2.62 1.06 130. 2.S5 1.860 JYS 144. 2.11 2.10 144. 4.11 2.48 144. 2.35 1.16 144. 3.03 2.14
I.RAL3 6. 10141 216. 2.69 1.80 216. 3.56 2.15 216. 2.15 1.90 216. 5.17 1.94SLS I 117. 2.62 2.06 111. 3.50 2.24 117. 2.16 1.92 111. 3.18 2.22S S 2 99. 2.95 1054 99. 3.61 2.05 99. 2.15 1.111 99. 3.16 1.61GIRLS III. 2.93 1.82 Ill. 2.85 1.96 M. 2.99 1.96 111. 3.1) 1.91dUTS 105. 2.04 1.18 105. 4.26 2.31 105. 2.52 1.61 105. 3.24 1.98
4640E 60 1UIAL 321. 2.93 1.12 321. 3.38 1.90 521. 2.90 1.67 521. 3.24 1.74SLS 1 141. 2.84 1.68 14.:. 2.95 1.92 147. 2.16 1.43 141. 3.21 1.04St S 2 114. 3.02 1.55 114. 3.20 1.88 114. 1.15 1.91 114. 3.23 1.62GIRLS 150. 2.73 1.61 150. 2.67 1.14 150. 3.10 1.84 150. 3.14 1.11OJYS 171. 3.13 1.82 171. 3.48 2.06 111. 2.10 1.69 Ill. 1051 1.74

IUIAL SLS I 399. 2.13 1.98 399. 3.19 2...9 999. 2.68 1.93 3139. 3.u6 2.0110IAL 5LS 412. 2.86 1.65 412. 9.12 2.00 412. 2.64 1.81 411. 3..7 1.11
MIAL 01415 391. 2.68 1.13 391. 2.56 1.81 391. 2.90 1.89 391. 2.91 1.03lUIAL ROTS 424. 2.91 1.90 420. 3.95 2.28 424. 2.42 1.82 423. 1.23 201SICNIFICANI I,f ri.cl; SEX .GRADE SEX GRADE



UNITED STATES WM

MILE. PROILEM 11111Tb64

SUMMARY MkANS AND 5TANUARU 01.141 IONS 701 PAR INDICES.

ANUVA PR0/11AM 13.
HEM - 3818 88496 IS !NE (MINI.

VICTIM AAIIM.

:/80111, 111.1.1811.0

FAIHER SCULOING SON
512

N MEAN' S.U.

FATHER SCUWING 04110341ER
314

N MEAN S.N.

807.3(14

N

SCOLDING SUN
146

NEAN S.L.

1101NER SCUL014G 04UGNIER
526

NEA9 S.D.

68AUE 4. 10IAL 274. 4.81 1.63 274. 4.52 1.90 214. 4.36 1.913 274. 4.65 1.85
SI S 135. 4.82 1.99 135. 4.66 2.04 135. 4.32 2.12 135. 4.112 1.96
S.... 2 139. 4.80 1.66 139. 4.38 1.76 139. 4.41 1.83 139. 4.49 1.74
618LS 110. 4.74 1.70 130. 4.22 1.82 130. 4.44 1.43 130. 4.37 1.92
IWYS (44. 4.87 1.95 144. 4.82 1.99 144. 3.88 2.12 144. 4.93 1.1h

6RAGE 6. fofta 216. 4.70 1.61 216. 4.58 1.77 216. 4.53 lel/ 216. 4.6i 1.78
5r3 I 117. 4.78 1.15 117. 4.42 1.94 117. 4.44 2.01 Ill. 4.67 1.89
515 2 99. 4.62 1.47 99. 4.14 1.60 99. 4.62 1.52 99. 4.51 1.6i
olALS M. 4.19 1.77 111. 4.46 1.11 111. 4.65 1.74 4.37 1.19
4095 105. 4.61 1.44 105. 4.11 1.83 105. 4.4U 1.80 Id5. 4.83 1.71

6RAUF 8. 10IAL 321. 4.28 1.67 521. 4.05 1.54 321. 4.07 1.65 321. 4.14 1.53
SLS 1 14f. 4.46 1.79 14f. 4.05 1.59 147. 4.70 1.66 147. 4.14 1.54
StS 2 174. 4.10 1.56 174. 4.05 1.49 174. 3.94 1.64 174. 4.34 1.53
61415 150. 4.33 1.44 150. 3.90 1.43 150. 3.95 1.55 150. 4.16 I.38
BUYS 111. 4.23 1.90 Irl. 4.20 1.65 171. 4.19 1.75 171. 4.12 1.69

10IAL 51S I 311. 4.68 1.85 399. 4.38 1.86 399. 4.32 1.93 399. 4.54 1.8)
101AL StS 2

lUIAL 61811

412.

391.

4.51

4.62

1.56

1.64

412.

391.

4.39

4.19

1.62

1.65

412.

341.

4.32

4.48

1.67

1.71

412.

391.

4.38

4.3'

1.6,,

1.7,
IUILL OUVS 420. 4.517 1.77 420. 4.57 1.82 42). 4.16 1.89 420. 4.61 1.75

..ICNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GRADE SEX r:RADE

BUY SCuLUING u07 BOY SCOLDING GIRL GIRL SCOLDING BUY .183 70010140 GERI
S32 524 556 766

.ROW RLP08110 N MEAN S.U. N MOAN S.U. N MEAN S.U. 4 4744 S.D.

URAUE 4. TUCAL 214. 2.92 1.84 274. 3.751 1.95 214. 3.15 2.()8 274. 3.01 2.13
SO, 1 I35. 3.10 2.07 135. 3.34 2.D9 135. 3.10 7.2L 135. 3.01 2.29
St 5. 139. 2.75 1.62 139. 3.16 1.80 139. 3.20 1.95 139. 3.01 1.95
G19LS I3U. 2.75 1.65 130. 2.2S 1.62 130. 4.06 2.28 I3U. 2.63 1.91
nlY3 144. 5.111 2.04 144. 4.23 2.27 144. 2.24 1.88 144. 3.40 2.33

GMAUF Go ((1131 216. 3.21 I.78 216. 3.43 1.80 216. 3.37 1.91 216. 3.34 2.0.
S1S 111. 1.14 117. 3.43 1.99 I fo 3. :a 2.11 117. 3./5 2.1:
11.S 99. 3.36 1.59 99. 3.42 1.62 99. 3.57 99. 3.42 1.90
to1FILS Ill. 3.33 1.91 111. 2.69 1.67 3.89 1.40 111. 3.23 1.81
8071 105. 3.22 1.66 105. 4.16 1.94 103. 2.75 1.91 10S. 3.44 2.12

GRADE h, I'll AL 321. 3.13 1.54 321. 5.27 1.76 321. 3.44 1.80 321. 3.17 1.11
S.S 147. 3.03 1.63 147. 5.21 1.82 147. 3.37 1.86 14f. 3.06 1.81
S S 2 114. 3.22 1.46 174. 3.54 1.70 174. 3.45 1.15 174. 3.29 1.53
1.1815 150. 3.4.3 1.44 ISO. 2.78 1.61 150. 3.75 1.79 150. 2.43 1.77
04YS 171. 1.21 1.64 Ill. 3./7 1.91 171. 3.12 1.81 Ift. 1.45 1.8f

101AL Sr 399. 3.10 1.89 394. 3.33 I.97 399. 3.17 2.06 399. :.12 2.0q
TUT AL So S 412. 3.11 1.56 412. 3.30 1.10 417. 3444 1.00 412. 3.23 1.8%

101AL oIRLS 391. 1.03 1.67 391. 2.58 1.63 391. 3.90 1.99 391. 2.91/ 1.78
(OPAL 401S 420. 1.18 1.78 420. 4.06 2.04 420. 2.11 1.87 420. 3.43 2.11
,INNirVANi SEX SEX SEX



UNITED STATRI 184177

716E11 1411111114-111878111

ITEM NUN M4096 15
ANOVA 11.1101SLIM

1/111. 191(1141.

SUMMARY MEANS

II.

*911 SIANUARM OLIIAIIUNS FU4 YA11

VICTIM MAIIMU.

1401013.

BOY SCOLUINU HUY SCOLU1N4 80I11611 6181 SCULUI9G FAIMCM G041 SCUIOINS 4014 IA
542 SIN SS 540

;IMP N1PUNILU

LAAUE 4. 111111

4

274.

MEAN

2.95

S.U.

2.26

N

774.

6E114

2.71

S.U.

2.16

N

274.

MEAN

2.84

5.0.

2.1)

N MEA,

74. 2.04

3.0.

2.09
SI S 1 135. 2.84 2.40 1)5. 2.70 2.28 13S. 2.74 2.22 35. 2.62 2.14
$1.5 139. 3.06 2.12 1)9. 2.12 2.05 1)9. 2.94 2.14 39. 2.99 2.0..GIRLS 130. 2.95 2.20 130. 2.51 2.08 130. 2.97 2.68 30. 14:,4 1.11BUYS 144. 2.95 2.32 144. 202 2.25 144. 2.11 2.17 44. 2.65 1.01

0141106 6. 1JIAL 216. 1.63 4.29 216. 3.49 2.17 216. 1.44 2.33 16. 3.51 2.11
St/ 1 III. 3.74 2.44 117. 5.44 2.49 Ill. 1.11 2.46 1.45 1.32WS 2 99. 3.51 4.15 99. 3.55 2.26 99. 5.57 2.19 99. 3.56 2.11ARLS 111. 3.54 2.23 Ill. 1.39 2.18 Ill. 3.64 2.19 11. 1.4/ 2.3,HUVS 105. 3.71 2.36 10S. 3.S9 2.1? 105. 7.23 2.16 U5. 3.50 2.12

..MAUL 8. MIAL 121. 3.82 2.31 321. 3.61 2.40 321. ).81 2.21 21. 2.14
51 S 1 14T. 1.76 2.48 141. 3.58 2.58 141. 1.86 2.32 47. 1.6.) 2.81
515. 2 174. 3.87 2.14 174. 3.64 2.27 174. 3.76 2.10 74. 9.40
414LS 1SU. 3.64 2.23 ISO. 3.44 2.39 ISO. 3.6. 2.1) 50. 3.58 2.11BUYS 171. 3.99 2.39 121. 1.78 2.41 171. 3.95 2.29 71. 1.61 2.2

10IAL SLS 1 399. 3.45 2.44 399. 3.24 2.41 399. 3.90 2.33 99. 3.16 2.34
101AL SCS 2 412. 3.46 2.13 412. 3.30 2.19 412. 3.42 2.11 11. 7.4% 7.01

lUIAL 414LS 191. 1.30 2.22 391. 3.15 2.26 391. 1.42 2.17 91. 3.54 2.111111AL BOYS 410. 3.35 2.36 420. 3.99 2.14 422. 3.30 2.24 420. 3.32 2.1:o
sIGNIFIcANT Ermrs GRADE GRADE GRADE GRAIN.

ON0UP RLPUNI10

fEALUEN SCULUINU BUY
516

N MLAN S.U.

TEACHER SCULOING LeIML
524

N MEAN 5.0.

BUY SCOLU1MG
S511

N MEAN

IEACHE4

S.O.

GIRL SCU1U14G 1EAC11C4
S44

N Mr 64 S.O.

uNADE 4. IJIAL 214. 4.50 1.71 274. 4.39 1.86 274. i.36 2.36 274. 3.14 2.19
SI S 1 1)S. 4.47 1.93 135. 4.13 2.08 135. 3.26 2.46 135. 3.16 2.11
SaS 2
1.14LS

139. 4.54 1.49
130. 4.67 1.58

139. 4.44
130. 4.04

1.65
1.69

139.
130.

3.46
3.08

2.26
2.20

139.
kW.

3.16
3.25

2.01
2.15

1095 144. 4.35 1.84 144. 4.74 2.03 144. 3.64 2.52 144. 1.07 2.14

L4/10E 6. !JIM 216. 4.42 1.16 216. 4.29 1.76 216. 3.75 4.32 216, 101 2.79
5. I life 4.47 1.97 4.41 1.41 117. 3.60 2.46 117. 3..19 2.4)
St: 99. 4.17 1.54 99. 4.16 1.72 99. 3.90 2.18 99. 1.61 2.12
111.5 111. 4.64 1.75 111. 4.05 1.70 111. 3.6? 1.26 M. 3.44 2.12
BUYS 105. 4.20 1.76 105. 4.52 1.43 105. 3.84 2.38 104. 3.90 2.95

6NAUE B. IJIAL 321. 3.9) 1.58 321. 3.95 1.47 321. 3.75 2.15 321. 3.81 2.11
S1S 1 147. 5e88 1.65 147. 3.95 1.40 147. 9.69 2.24 147. 3.67 2.21
515 2 174. 3.98 1.51 174. 3.94 1.54 174. 3.81 2.07 174. 9.94 2.L4
414LS 15U. 4.12 1.41 140. 9.90 1.34 150. 3.53 1.11 140. 3.66
durS 171. 3.14 1.75 1 TI. 4.00 1.60 171. 3.96 2.20 171. 1.95 2.11

101AL
101AL

sis 1

51-5

399. 4.27 1.115
412. 4.30 1.52

399. 4.2)
412. 4.18

1.76
1.6)

349.
412.

3.52
3.12

2.38
2.11

399.
412.

3.47
3.65

2.31
7.34

10IAL 414LS 991. 4.48 1.50 391. 4.00 1.50 391. 3.41 2.19 391. 1.45 2.1%
101AL 1115 42U. 4.09 1.78 420. 4.42 1.42 420. 3.61 2.36 420. S.ST 2.2S
IVAS1 ..141) I GRADE SEX GRADE: SEX GRADE



,X1:1.11 416711)1011117

SAPIT r40mm4 7111171 T%

101M447 07A41 A40 4f6407010 0071611341 034 kit 14J1:11.

IffM 04210 1.44.46 IS 1K
Apciva avotAm 1).

fv1(1191.

JLIctma4 1C010ING 407

710111 0111141u.

ULICEM64 10.010ING ..161 007 scuLu144 oLicima4 Gfkl 5C040196 otIcemar
120 911 164 312

:400 41,101100 4 14(00 1.0. N 0774N S.O. M Waft 1.0. M 011601 S.U.

68AU1 4. 1,1141 274. 4.94 1.12 214. 4.12 1.97 214. 1.69 2.1 214. 2.11 2.14
1.1 1 15. 4.61 1.7) 171. 4.89 1.72 111. 2.30 2.26 111. 2.74 2.23
1,1 2 )9. 4.31 1.60 ttv. 4.54 1.41 119. 2.11 2.69 119. 2.12 2.31
.141% IJ. 4.42 1.6) 110. 4.24 1.4% 134. 2.76 1.16 130. 2.61 2.14

oAT: 44. 1.07 1.60 144. 1.19 1.93 144. 2.94 2.16 144. 2.39 2.19

64401 6. 1.144 16. 4.66 1.61 219. 4.12 1.63 216. 1.49 2.29 219. 5.41 2.40
Si % U. 4.1.6 1.75 11f. 4.91 1.1% 117. 1.1% 2.44 117. 1.92 2.60
So. 1 91. 1.01 1.46 99. 4.62 1.44 99. 1.94 2.04 99. 1.41 2.19
..1414 II. 4.91 1.12 III. 4.16 1.4% III. 1.42 2.26 III. 1.44 2.37
4.1,1 35. 4.77 1.49 13%. 1.04 1.64 105. 1.47 2.26 105. 1.49 2.4)

68641 6. 10111 21. 4.21 1.64 121. 4.11 1.1f )21. 1.91 2.11 121. 2.99 2.15
7.5. 1 41. 4.14 1.67 I4F. 4.11 1.57 147. 1.44 2.22 147. 1.11 2.91

itS 2 74. 4.19 1.6) 1/4. 4.11 1.$11 174. 1.97 2.01 114. 1.47 1.44
G1411 $J. 4.41 1.32 1.10. 1.96 1.40 11u. 1.21 2.09 190. 1.14 2.12
0.1,S 71. 4.11 1.71 111. 4.26 1.74 171. 1.76 2.14 171. 1.64 2.11

fulAL Ss% 1 99. 4.6) 1.79 199. 4.94 3.1% 199. 1.11 2.12 199. 1.12 2.19
!GM. St% 412. 4.15 1.$6 412. 41.90 1.62 412. 1.10 2.34 412. 1.20 2.J7

10I61 611137 191. 4.11 1.96 191. 4.19 1.60 191. 1.14 2.17 191. 1.27 2.21
1014 00,1 424. 4.63 1.76 420. 4.69 1.16 42). 1.21 1.20 420. 101 2.29

s166171(.441 101'1.0.1% UlDt LILA 530 (.1t.A.Dt GIADE



PRIM STATES MACK

TA3181 PRO4LEM TWELVE

SUMMARY MtAN1 ANU STANUAND OLVIATIONS FUN PAR INDICES.

SJOIMAKV %IAN% 1:0411. ANUVA PRUKLLN 12, 911011801/S 1 -S.MN HUM 441196 IS 1111 IAGGAESSUKI.

AUULT ATTACKIN4 CHILO

AGGRL5,5,UR WING.

CHILU ATTACKING 40011 CNIIU AllAKLING 0111111

G4 WP KLIPURILO

511,115,319,521,52.102?,
5290331.137,519.541,191

4 MEAN S.U.

517,941.541049,511,
397,539,561

N MEAN S.O.

51).5[3.5/1015,547,
555,561065

N KLAN S.U.

GRAVE 4, IUIAL 234. 3.46 1.1? 238. 5.99 1.24 238. 5.25 1.24
St% 1 149. 1.6? 1.31 149. 6.00 1.21 144. 5.25 1.22
SLS 2 49. 3.2S 1.21 89. S.97 1.27 89. 3.25 1.26
4141$ 121. 3.24 1.36 129. 6.06 1.19 129. 5.38 1.13
Kay% 109. 3.65 1.17 109. 5.91 1.29 1J9. S.12 1.35

(.IAUC 6, fUIAL 212. 3.03 1.17 212. 6.14 1.11 212. 4.83 1.2S
SIS 1 136. 3.ue 1.20 138. 6.00 1.19 118. 4.72 1.22
StS 2 74. 3.02 1.11 74. 6.27 1.01 74. 4.94 1.27
GIRLS 107. 3.04 1.22 107. 6.30 1.91 10?. 4.92 1.19
41111 10s. 1.03 1.13 105. S.91 1.20 103. 4.74 1.30

LWAUE 4. luIAL 2U4. 2.64 1.16 204. 5.39 1.45 2J4. 4.15 1.11
St% 1 134. 2.10 1.09 118. 5.66 1.56 138. 4.32 1.15
%LS 2 66. 7.18 1.23 66. S.S3 1.54 66. 4.37 1.1S
41RLS 114. 2.76 1.13 114. 5.61 1.68 114. 4.55 1.33
NM, 9O. 2.31 l.la 90. 5.31 1.42 90. 4.15

10141 StS 1 425. 1.15 1.27 425. 5.44 1.32 425. 401 1.19
10141 St% 2 229. 2.93 1.20 229. 5.93 1.26 229. 4.85 1.23

JOJAL 414LS 330. 3.04 1.24 130. 1.99 1.29 ISO. 4.95 1.21
10tAk 4035 304. 1.06 1.23 304. s.e2 1.10 304. 4.67 1.21

010311ri CLIC LTEIGT. GRAI: GRILL

TABLE: PROBLEM 31 \TEEN

$12401ARY NFANS AN0 STANDARD OERIATIONS FOR PAR 19010E5.

GRILL sa

SJ4mAit STATUS SCU6[1.
- 0406 NKU46 15 1111

44094 PRUISIEN 16, V44144161
14101141.

40011 4114CKIfS LHILO
S12026020,122026,528,
5/0034,118,143.546,1*.4

1 -3. VILT1M

CH110 ATTACKING ADULT
518,142,144010,
152.3140160.144

RATING.

COMO 41144LING C.1L0
314,524.532014.
948.556062,546

;400. 41041t0 N RUN 1.0. N MEAN S.D. N NEAN S.U.

1.440E 4, IUIAL 238. 3.90 1.32 238. 3.12 1.44 214. 2.7J 1.13
StS 1 149. 1.71 1.3S 149. 2.91 1.80 149. 2.17 1.13
5LS 7 49. 4.10 1.30 49. 3.43 1.84 69. 2.41 (.32
GIRLS 129. 4.00 1.12 129. 2.89 1.11 129. 2.61 1.2?
bUTS 109. 3.40 1.3) 109. 3.43 1.91 109. 2.40 1.39

1.440( 6, 10141 212. 4.03 1.27 212. 1.93 2.01 212. 3.23 1.19
II S 1 134. 3.92 1.24 138. 4.1? 2.01 134. 3.71 1.4J
SAS 2 74. 4.14 100 14. 3.69 2.04 74. 1.24 1.14
'ILS 107. 4.04 1.41 10T. 4.08 2.12 107. 3.52 1.48
4UTS 105. 4.01 1.1) 105. 3.14 1.91 105. 3.14 1.30

44404 8, IUIAL 204. 1.14 1.21 204. 4.49 1.19 204. 3.16 1.26
St% 1 138. 1./4 1.14 4.36 1.74 114. 3.12 1.26
SLS 2 66. 3.14 1.40 66. 4.34 1.91 66. 3.21 1.30
GIRLS 114. 3.4S 1.28 114. 4.58 1.44 114. 3.18 1.15
603% 90. 1.64 Lai 10. .11 1.13 90. 1.14 1.40

!UM SLS 1 425. 1.19 1.24 425. 1.86 423. 2.9? 1.14
10141 StS 229. 4.01 1.33 229. 1.42 1.9/ 229. 3.09 1.13

tOtAL GIRLS 130. 1.90 1.34 330. 3.81 1.91 ISO. 3.94 '1.30
101AL 803% 104. 1.49 1.24 104. 1.81 1.90 104. 1.3) 1.36

OaviriCUT GU= MADE
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UNITED STATES BLACK

TARSI PROBLEM TEN

SUMMARY MtANS ANU STANUAND OLVIATIONS FUR PAR INDICES.

'SUMMARY AT SCARES.
HEM RIUMO. 1% THE

411ULP REPURItO

ANUVA PNIMILtM 111, VANIAULES
tAtitionsafti.

PARt415 HIT CHILUNEN
521029019051

N SEAN 1.0.

AGGI1ESSUR SATING.

CNILDNEN HIT CHILURE4 PARENTS SCOLD CHILOREN
513.535041061 811.528,533,345

N MFAN S.D. N OMAN S.U.

LHILUREN 5C00 GOILUNLA
521,511.555.561

N MEAN S.D.

GRAUL 4, TOTAL 238. 4.11 1.80 236. 5.18 1.39 238. 2.66 1.56 238. 5.11 1.16
50151 1 149. 4.14 1.88 149. 5.28 1.36 149. 3.01 1.11 149. 5.2) 1.34
StS2 89. 4.80 1.73 09. 5.41 1.42 89. 2.28 1.39 89. 5.43 1.42
.141.5 129. 4.59 1.92 129. 5.64 1.16 129. 2.11 1.45 129. 5.12 I.4'
OUTS 109. 4.96 1.69 109. 5.12 1.62 189. 2.94 1.66 109. 5.11 1.14

GRAD! 6, WIAL 212. 4.14 1.92 212. S.06 1.38 212. 1.95 1.23 212. 4.58 1.41
Stt I 138. 4.72 2.01 138. 4.90 1.31 118. 1.91 1.26 13H. 402 1.44
51 S 2 14. 4.76 1.82 74. 5.22 1.39 74e 1.93 1.20 14. 4.65 1.51
GIRLS 101. 4.80. 2.02 107. 5.20 1.30 107. 1.87 1.16 I07. 4.61 1.47
OUTS 105. 4.69 1.82 I115. 4.93 1.46 105. 2.02 I.30 105. 404 1.46

GRADE Sp TOTAL 204. 3.69 1.18 204. 4.61 1.11 204. 1.78 1.99 204. 4.0T 1.26
SFS 1 138. 3.19 1.88 118. 4.61 1.34 138. 1.73 1.0 138. 4.53 1.24
SLS 2 66. 3.58 1.69 66. 4.62 1.39 66. 1.84 1.16 66. 4.11 1.21
0415 114. 4.01 1.82 114. 4.85 1.47 114. 1.82 1.81. 144. 4.23 1.45
JUTS 90. 3.31 1.75 90. 4.31 1.21 90. 1.15 1.14 9U. 3.91 1.11

IUIAL SES 1 425. 4.42 1.93 425. 4.93 1.36 425. 2.24 1.34 425. 4.58 1.36
TUTAL 5E5 2 229. 4.38 1.15 229. 5.10 1.40 229. 2.02 1.25 229. 4.59 1.43

10IAL .14LS 85U. 4.49 1.92 350. 5.23 1.31 350. 2.02 1.21 356. 4.66 1.45
TUIAL HOTS 104. 4.32 1.75 3114. 4.81 1.45 304. 2.24 1.31 304. 4.52 I.3:

SIGNIFICANT WPM'S GRADE GRAM SEX GRADE GRADE

CHILDREN 5CUL0 PARENTS TEACHERS SCULO CHILONEN CHILOREN SCOLD TEACHERS P311:01E4 SCULO :410101
511.541049.556 515.527 543.557 519.537

GROUP RLPUNIED N MEAN S.D. N MEAN 5.0. N MEAN S.U. N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4, IOIAL 238. 6.05 1.23 238. 3.11 1.94 236. 5.87 1.70 238. 2.75 1.95
StS 149. S.99 1.29 149. 3.25 2.03 149. 5.95 1.64 149. 3.16 2.09
SES 2 09. 6.07 1.18 89. 2.96 1.85. 89. 5.19 1.76 69. 2.35 1.81
GI MIS 129. 6.02 1.23 129. 2.89 1.92 129. 6.05 1.62 129. 2.79 2.02
DUNS 109. 6.114 1.23 109. 3.32 1.96 109. S.69 1.19 109. 2.12 1.89

GRIM 6, TUTAL 212. 6.38 1.03 212. 2.69 1.80 212. 5.63 1.81 212. 2.24 1.51
SLS 138. 6.27 1.10 130. 2.78 1.93 138. 5.53 1.85 136. 2.31 1.57
StS 2 74. 6.49 U.95 74. 2.60 1.67 14. 5.73 1.18 74. 2.11 1.46
GIRLS 101. 6.41 (1.95 107. 2.73 1.82 107. 5.90 1.66 107. 2.36 1.61
UUVS 105. 6.26 1.11 105. 2.64 1.78 105. 5.36 1.97 105. 2.52 1.41

GRAN 8, IUTAL 204. 6.01 1.43 204. 2.48 1.65 204. 5.11 2.0 2U4. 2.38 1.68
SES 1 138. 6.07 1.44 138. 2.47 100 17e. 5.14 2.15 138. 2.60 t.r:
StS 2 66.. 5.95 1.43 66. 2.48 1.72 66. 5.01 1.99 66. 2.17 1.66
GIRLS 114. 5.07 1.68 114. 2.38 1.6U 114. 5.22 2.06 114. 2.35 1.57
BUYS 90. 6.14 1.19 90. 2.56 1.69 90. 5.00 2.Z6 90. 2.42 1.79

TOTAL SES 425. 6.11 1.20 475. 2.83 1.84 425. 5.54 Lee 425. 2.69 1.76
TOTAL SES 2 229. 6.17 1.19 229. 2.68 1.75 229. 5.53 1.84 229. 2.23 1.64

TOTAL GIRLS 350. 6.12 1.29 150. 2.67 1.78 150. 502 1.18 350. 2.53 1.13
TOTAI BUYS 304. 6.15 1.18 304. 2.85 1.81 304. 5.35 1.94 304. 2.42 1.70

LIGNIFICANTamrs ORADK GRADE GRADE 852 GRADE SAD

CHILDREN SCOLU POLICEMEN
551,561

30UP RIPURFtU N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4. TOTAL 2311. 6.U0 1.51 GRAUE 8, TUTAL 204. 5.26 2.04
StS 1 149. 6.05 1.43 SLS 1 138. 5.34 1.96
SES 2 89. 505 1.58 StS 2 66. 5.17 2.11
0110.11 129. 6.15 1.33 GIRLS 114. 5.46 1.94

BUYS 109. 5.05 1.69 ODES 90. 5.03 2.13

GRADE 6. TUTAL
StS 1

212.
136.

6.17
8.95

1.32
1.46

TUTAL SES 1
TUTAL SFS 2

425.
229.

8.78 1.62
504 1.62

SES 2 74. 6.40 1.18
GIRLS 101. 6.38 1.10 TOTAL GIRLS 150. 5.99 1.48
BOYS 105. 5.97 1.46 IDIAL LOOPS 304. 5.62 1.76

BIONIFICANT 3 W1% GRADS 552



UNITED STATES BLACK

TABLE! PROBLEM FOURTEEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR 1901165.

SUMMARY SIT SCORES.
ITEM NUM. WIONG IS

GROUP REPORIED

GRADE 40 TOTAL
StS I
SPS 2
414LS
51075

MAUL 60 TOTAL
SES 1
SES 2
GIRLS
NUYS

GRADE 80 IN1IAL
51$ I
SLS 2
GIRLS
8075

10IA1 Sti I
TUTAL StS 2

IUIAL GIRLS
100AL 8DYS

ANOVA PAL/OLEN 140 VARIABLES 111. VICTIM MATING.
1141 18IGTIM1.

PARENTS Nil LNILUREN 0110919 Nil CNILOMEN PARENTS SCOLD 81111110111
52205100400554 51405360546062 312,926,934,546

9 MEAN S.D. N MEAN 5.0. N MEAN S.O.

238. 3.35 I.62 238. 2.68 1.45 238. 4.26 1.43
149. 3.22 1.58 149. 2.59 1.49 149. 4.00 1.47
89. 3.49 1.66 89. 2.77 1.41 89. 4.44 1.40
129. 3.54 1.68 129. 2.52 1.37 129. 4.38 1.41
109. 1.11 1.56 I07. 2.84 1.52 109. 4.14 1.46

212. 3.56 1.60 212. 3.18 1.55 212. 4.32 1.44
138. 3.46 1.57 118. 3.20 1.56 4.47 1.42
Me 3.66 1.63 /4. 3.17 1.54 74. 4.48 1.46

107. 3.61 106 107. 3.37 1.69 /07. 4.34 I.95
105. 1.611 1.44 105. 1.00 1.41 108. 4.11 1.30

104. 3.56 1.55 204. 303 I.%6 204. 3.98 1.40
I18. 3.47 1.41 08. 1.02 1.38 I)8. 4.01 Iet9
66. 3.65 1.70 66. 3.24 1.14 66. 3.94 1.50
I14. 3.51 1.50 114. 3.24 1.30 114. 105 1.43
90. 1.61 1.61 90. 3.02 1.42 90. 4.12 1.16

425. 3.18 1.52 425'. 2.94 1.48 425. 4.39 I.39
229. .1.60 1.66 229. 3.06 1.41, 229. 4.29 1.45

350. 305 1.65 350. 3.04 1.45 350. 4.19 1.41
304. 3.44 1.53 304. 2.95 1.45 304. 4.19 I.37

CNELUOUN SCOLD cdrtudly
624,2,6,565

9 MEAL 5.0.

236. 2.1I 1.411
149. 2.54 1.40
89. 2.89 1.48
I29. 2.69 1.41
109. 2.74 1.56

2I2. ,I.5,
138. 3.25 I.Sti
74. 3.30 1.50

107. '3.2/ 1.53
106. 3.28 1.4/

264. 3.14 1.44
3.2:1 103

66. 3.17 1.55
114. 1.11 1.16
90. 3.26 1.59

425. 3.03 1.44
229. 302 1.51

350. 3.02 1.41
304. 3.59 1.54

31011VICART MILTS

CHILDREN SCULD PARENTS
518042,5500560

ORADE

TEACHERS SCOLD CHILDREN
5160528

CHILDREN SCOLD TEACHERS
5440558

ORADD

POLICEMEN SCOLU CHILDREN
520,536

GROUP REPURIED N MEAN S.D. N MAN 5.0. N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 40 TOTAL 238. 3.13 1.86 238. 3.88 1.69 238. 3.31 2.14
.

230. 4.29 1.79
SES I 149. 2.08 I.84 149. 3.66 1.85 149. 3.08 2.14 149. 3.94 1.83
SES 2
DIALS

89.
129.

3.33
2.86

1.88
1.80

89. 4.09
3.90

1.54
1.69

89.
129.

3.53
3.05

203
2.18 129. 4I29.4.25 5 II.

I.

174

8DYS 109. 3.35 I.93 109. 3.86 1.70 109. .3.57 2.19 109. 4.32 1.84

GRADE 60 TOTAL 212. 3.00 2.02 212. 4.04 101 212. 407 2.20 2I2. 4.45 I.55
StS I 138. 3.98 2.07 138. 3.91 1.67 I38. 4.39 2.14 138. 4.30 I.34
SLS 2 14. 3.61 I.98 74. 4.17 1,76 74. 3.95 2.25 74. 4.60 1.55
4IRLS I07. 3.98 2.42 107. 3.99 1.05 107. 4.25 2.28 1117. 4.46 101
BUYS .105. 3.61 1.93 105. 4.09 1.58 135. 4.10 2.11 105. 4.43 1.18

GRAM 130 TOTAL 264. 4.54 1.99 204. 3.56 1.59 204. 4.46 2.04 204. 3.16 1.55
SES 1 138. 4.64 I.88 138. 3.60 1.43 138 4.53 1.98 130. 3.19 I.35
SES 2 66. 4.44 2.11 66. 3.52 106 66. 4.38 2.10 66. 3.73 1e751
GIRLS 114. 4.63 1.98 114. 3.40 1.67 114. 4.63 I.98 1I4. 3.64 1.52
BUYS 90. 4.45 2.00 90. 3.64 1.52 90. 4.28 2.09 90. 3.80 1.50

TOTAL SES I 425. 3.83 1.91 425. 3.12 1.66 425. 4.00 2.09 425. 4.01 1.51
TOTAL SES 2 229. 3.79 1.99 229. 3.93 1.69 229. 3.95 2.16 229. 4.32 1.69

10IAL GIRLS 350. 3.82 1.97 150. 3.79 104 350. 3.98 2.I2 350. 4.12 1.66
TOTAL BOYS 304. 3.80 I.95 304. 3.86 1.60 304. 3.98 2.I3 364. 4.21 1.62

51021PICAN7 2711}70713 ORAD0 ORADE

GROUP REPORTED

CHILDREN SCOLD POLICEMEN
5520564

N MEAN S.O.

GRADE 41 TOTAL 236. 3.16 2.15 ORAUE 6, TUTAL 204. 4.27 2.10
SES I 149. 2.80 1.15 SOS I 130. 4.42 2.08SLS 2 89. 5.52 205 SLS 2 66. 4.12 2.12GIRLS 129. 2.79 1.99 GIRLS 114. 4.44 2.03OUTS 109. 3.53 2.31 BOYS 90. 4.10 2.17

GRADE 60 TOTAL 212. 3.9? 2.36 TOTAL SES I 425. 3.85 2.16SFS I
SOS 2.

138.
14.

4.34
1.59

2.26
1.46

10IAL SES 2 2290 3.74 2.24

GIRLS 107. 4.11 2.44 TOTAL GIRLS 310. 346 2.15
8075 105. 3.82 2.28 TOTAL ROTS 104. 3.61 2.23

GIONIPROAKT 1291026 GRADE

GRADE.



MUTED STATES BLACK

TABLE1 PROBLEM ELEVEN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY SEX &CURLS. ANOVA PROBLEM 111 VARIABLES 14.
NUN WRUNG IS 1111 *AGGRESSOR).

BODUP ITIEFORICU

MALL AfTAKCING HALE
511019031035.
S19.541041

N MEAN S.O.

WADE 4. IUTAL 238. 4.58 0.96
SE'S 1 144. 4.64 1.01
SCS 2 09. 401 0.06
GIRLS 129. 4.62 0.94
BOYS 109. 4.53 ,.99

GRADE 60 TUTAL 212. 4.44 0.88
us 1 138. 4.36 0.93
SES 2 14. 4.52 4.04
GIRLS 101. 404 0.84
03395 10S. 4.34 4.93

GRAM So IUTAL 204. 3.92 0.84
SCS I 136. 3.99 0.84
SLS 2 66. /AS 0.84
GIRLS 114. 4.02 0.83
BOVS 90. 3.81 J.85

TOTAL SLS 1
TUIAL SES 2

TOTAL GIRLS
IUTAL BOYS

42S. 4.33 0.95
229. 4.30 0.8S

350. 4.40 0.81
304. 4.23 0.92

SIGNIPICAW1 3778ZTS GRADE 662

AGGRESSUR RATING.

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE
5170210290310111061 511.545049051O33013 521.52110410149,56,

FEMALE ATTACKING MAIL FEMALE AllAKCING /FRAIL

N MEAN S.O.

238. 4.59 1.22
149. 4.62 1.23
89. 4.11 1.21
129. 4.91 1.14
109. 4.28 1.30

212. 4.46 1.05
138. 4.49 1.04
14. 4.43 101

101. 4.75 0.98
105. 4.17 1.13

204. 4.14 1.01
136. 4.17 1.02
66. 4.10 1.00

114. 4.56 0.91
90. 3.69 1.06

42S. 4.49 1.10
229. 4.30 1.09

350. 4.15 1.03
304. 4.0S 1.16

N MEAN S.O. 4 MEAN S.D.

230. 5.02 1.21
149. S.06 1.20
89. 4.97 1.22
129. 4.63 1.29
109. S.40 1.13

212. 4.62 1.00'
136. 4.42 1.42
14. 4.62 0.98

101. 4.14 1.04
105. 4.90 0.95

204. 4.06
138. 4.08
66. 4.04
114. 3.93
90. 4.19

1.05
1.06
1.04
1.18
0.91

42S. 4.52 1.09
229. 4.61 1.08

350. 4.30 1.17
304. 4.83 1.00

GTtL,Dt; 1332 GRADE SkX

TAME% PROBLEM 1,11q2EN

SUMMARY MEANS AND STANDARD OEVIAVIONS FOR PAR INDICES.

SUMMARY SEX SCORES. ANOVA FOWLER 15. VARIABLES 111.
IIEP NOW WRONG IS IRE IVICTINI.

VICTIM RATING.

238. 400
149. 4.87
89. 4.12

129. 4.7?
109. 4.81

212.
1114.

74.
101.
105.

4.49
4.44
4.49
4.6?

204. 3.93
138. 3.95
66. 3.91
114. 4.43
90. 3.83

1.12
1.19
1.15
1.14

1.0d
iota
1.14
3.99
1.11

0.95
1.03
0.81
4.92
0.93

425. 4.42 1.08
229. 4.39 1.06

350. 4.41
304. 4.34

GRADE

1.04
1.14

GROUP REFORM

MALE ATTAKCIAG MALE
502020032036,
540.442.564

N MEAN S.O.

MALE ATTACKING FEMALE
510.523.529.534.438.562

N MEAN S.D.

FEMALE ATTACKING MALE
314,540,550,552,534.556

N MEAN S.D.

FEMALE ATTAKCING FEMALE
522026046060,566

41 MEAN S.D.

Gallia 4, TUTAL 236. 3.42 1.12 238. 3.23 1.20 218. 3.14 1.46 238. 3.28 1.34

SES I 149. 3.33 1.I5 149. 2.99 1.14 149. 3.04 1.40 149. 3.11 1.29

SES 2 89. 340 L.09 89. 3.46 1.12 89. 3.63 1.51 69. 3.45 1.38

GIRLS 129. 3.36 1.12 129. 3.41 1.11 129. 3.48 1.41 129. 3.19 1.22

BUYS 109. 3.46 1.12 109. 3.44 1.39 109. 3.19 1.51 109. 3.37 WAS

GRADE 6, TUTAL 212. 3.80 1.11 212. 3.62 1.111 212. 3.19. 1.35 212. 3.15 1.28

SOS I 136. 3.90 1.06 138. 300 1.I5 118. 3.40 1.32 138. 3.64 1.31

StS 2 14. 3.10 1.15 .74. 304 1.16 14. 3.68 1.30 14. 3.86 1.26

GIRLS 101. 3.91 1.10 101. 3.47 1.22 10T. 4.10 1.40 101. 3.84 1.30

BOYS 105. 3.66 1.03 10S. 3.?? 1.09 10S. 3.48 1.30 M. 3.11 1.27

GRADE 8, TOTAL 204. 3.86 1.09 204. 1.62 1.20 204. 3.11 1.22 204. 3.62 1.24

SCS I 130. 3.69 1.06 136. 3.62 1.20 136. 1.72 1.16 138. 3.84 1.34

SES 2 66. 3.83 1.12 66. 3.61 1.19 66. 3.10 1.29 66. 3.84 1.15

GIRLS 114. 3.61 1.03 114. 3.47 1.02 114. 3.84 1.13 114. 3.64 1.11

BUYS 90: 3.65 1.15 90. 3.16 1.38 90. 3.58 1.32 90. 3.84 1.37

TOIAL SES I 4211. 3.11 1.09 42S. 1.31 1.20 42S. 3.16 1.29 425. 3.52 1.31

TOIAL SES 2 229.. 3.61 1.12 229. 3.60 1.22 229. 3.61 1.19 229. 3.72 1.26

TOTAL GIRLS 350. 3.11 1.11 350. 3.32 1.13 350. 3.81 1.31 350. 3.59 1.21

10IAL 6095 304. 3.61 1.10 304. 3.66 1.29 304. 3.42 106 304. 3.64 1.36

810111FICAMT 33737035
MADE GRADE SET GRADE SVC GRADE



1.
0.

0

M
E
A
N
 
P
E
E
R
 
A
G
G
R
E
S
S
I
O
N
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S
 
F
O
R
 
S
E
X
 
I
N
D
I
C
E
S

F
i
g
u
r
e
 
P
 
1
1
 
-
 
S
E
X

U
N
I
T
E
D
 
S
T
A
T
E
S
 
B
L
A
C
K

6
.
0
0

5
.
8
0

5
.
6
0

5
.
4
0

3
A
8

5
.
2
0

5
.
0
0

4
.
8
0

4
.
6
0

4
.
4
0

4
.
2
0

4
.
0
0

3
.
8
0

3
.
6
0

3
.
4
0

3
.
2
0

3
.
0
0

2
.
6
0

2
.
4
0

2
.
2
0

2
.
0
0

5
.
0
0

2
A
G

G
ra

de
G
r
 
J
o
e

4
6

/.0
0

6
.
0
0

5
.
8
0

.

.
5
.
6
0

5
.
4
0

5
.
2
0

5
.
0
0

4
.
8
0

4
.
6
0

4
.
4
0

4
.
2
0

4
.
0
0

F
i
g
u
r
e
 
P
 
1
5
 
-
 
s
e
x

U
N
I
T
E
D
 
S
T
A
T
E
S
 
B
L
A
C
K

.0
0

6
6

I
 
=

2
 
=

3
 
=

4 A B
=

G

H
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
M
A
L
E
S

M
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
F
E
M
A
L
E
S

F
E
M
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
M
A
L
E
S

F
E
M
A
L
E
S
 
A
T
T
A
C
K
 
F
E
M
A
L
E
S

A
G
G
R
E
S
S
O
R
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S

V
I
C
T
I
M
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S

B
O
Y
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S

G
I
R
L
S
'
 
R
A
T
I
N
G
S



UNITED STATES BLACK

TABLEt MILER NINE

SUMMARY MEANS AMU STANOAAU DEVIATIONS FOA PA% MILES.

ANUVA PROBLEM 9. AGGRESSOR RATING.
ITEM HOW WRUNG IS WE TAGGAESSOR1.

GROUP ALPURIE0

FATHER HITTING SUN
539

N MEAN S.O.

FATHER HITTING OAUGHTER
529

N MEAN S.O.

MOTHER HITTING SON
SS3

N MEAN S.D.

MOTHER HITTING DAUGHTER
521

N MEAN S.O.

GRAUE 4. TOTAL 238. 4.80 2.51 238. 6.23 2.40 238. 4.68 2.47 238. 4.45 2.44
SFS I 149. 4.81 2.51 149. 5.25 2.34 149. 4.69 2.48 L49. 4.3,1 2.48.
SLS 2 81. 4.79 2.51 89. 5.22 2.46 89. 4.67 2.46 89. 4.6G 2.43
G1ALS 129. 4.55 2.60 129. 5.25 2.17 129. 4.19 2.64 129. 4.43 2.35
RUTS 109. S.06 2.42 109. 8.21 2.44 109. 5.11 2.31 109. 4.46 2.54

6860E 6, PUTAL
SFS 1

214.
138.

S.09
4.95

2.37
2.41

212.
138.

5.30
5.17

2.30
2.32

212.
::43t

2.48
2.54

212.
138.

4.20
4.28

2.46
2.54

SLS 2 74. 5.23 2.32 74. S.24 2.29 74. 4.53 2.42 14. 4.12 2.37
w14LS 107. S.10 2.41 107. 5.57 2.2S W. 4.14 2.58 101. 4.4S 2.46
OUTS 10S. 5.09 2.32 LOS. 5.04 2.36 LOS. 4.74 2.38 103. 3.46 2.45

GRADE Be IUTAL 204. 3.76 2.36 204. 4.58 2.23 204. 3.33 2.30 204. 3.16 2.16
%ES 1 138. 3.81 2.43 138. 4.70 2.24 138. 3.52 2.34 1313. 3.22 2.23
StS 2 66. 3.72 2.28 66. 4.45 2.22 66. 1.14 2.2S 66. 3.10 2.09
G1ALS 114. 4.01 2.26 114. 5.10 2.14 114. 3.64 2.37 114. 3.55 2.29
BOYS 90. 3.46 2.46 90. 4.05 2.33 90. 3.32 2.22 90. 2.77 2.31

101111 SES I 42S. 4.52 2.4S 425. 5.11 2.30 425. 4.19 2.46 425. 3.9! 2.41
TOTAL SCS 2 229. 4.58 2.31 229. 4.97 2.12 229. 4.12 2.38 229. 3.94 2.30

IUTAL GIRLS 35U. 4.57 1.42 350. 5.31 2.25 350. 3.99 2.53 350. 4.14 2.36
TOTAL OUTS 304. 4.53 2.40 304. 4.77 2.37 304. 4.31 2.30 304. 3.73 2.34

SMIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GRADE GRADE

GROUP RLPURILO

6840E 4. TOTAL
SkS 1
StS 2
GIRLS
BUYS .

'GRADE 6, 101AL
SLS 1

SFS 2
GIRLS
ours

GRAUE 8, MU AL
SkS 1
StS 2
GIRLS
MA'S

TOTAL tits 1

TOTAL SCi 2

TOTAL GIRLS
101 AL 404%

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

BUY HITTING BOY 804 HITTING GIRL GIRL HITTING BOY GIRL HITTING GIRL535 561 513 547

N MEAN 5.0. N MEAN S.O. 14 KEAN S.O. N MEAN S.D.

238. 5.34 2.05 238. 5.46 1.83 238, 5.31 2.00 238. 5.46 2.16149. 5.06 2.19 149. 5.63 1.86 149. 5.I9 1.97 149. 5.33 2.1.?89. 5.61 L.91 89. 5.29 1.79 89. 5.44 2.U2 89. 5.59 2.15129. 8.65. 1.77 129. 6.38 1.10 129. 5.09 2.02 129. 5.51 2.14109. 5.02 2.33 109. 4.54 2.56 109. 5.53 1.98 109. 5.41 2.18

212. 5.17 2.06 212. S.63 1.67 212. 4.51 2.10 212. 5.02 2.19138. 4.93 2.17 138. 5.52 1.76 138. 4.37 2.20 138. 4.87 2.2074. 5.40. 1.94 74. 5.74 L.58 74. 4.66 1.99 74. 5.16. 2.19101. 5.30 2.09 LOT. 6.44 1.01 101. 3.78 2.42 107. 5.34 2.11405. 5.04 2.03 105. 4.82 2.27 S.28 1.77 10So 4.70 2.27

204. 6.49 2.09 204. 5.15 1.85 204. 4.22 2.49 2U4. 4.67 2.16138. 4.53 2.03 138. S.26 1.81 138. 4.13 2.07 138. 4.61 2.0066. 4.44 2.14 66. 5.0S 1.80 66. 4.32 2.11 66. S.73 2.26114. 4.07 1.98 114. 6.15 1.39 Z14. 3.68 2.25 114. 418 2. /90. 4.10 2.19 90. 4.15 7.30 90. 4076 1.93 90. 405 2.3

425. "4 2.13 425. 5.47 L.81 425. 4.56 2.08 425. 4.94 2.15229. 5.15 2.00 729. 8.36 1.75 229. 4.81 2.64 229. 5.15 2.25

350. 5.27. 1.45 350. 6.32 1.19 M. 4.18 2.23 353. 5.21 2.14304. 4.12 2.18 304. 4.51 2.38 304. 5.18 1.90 304. 4.89
GRADE SEX SEX GRADE SEX GRADE



ITEM - MUM MRING IS

IRULIP RLPORTED

1.8A0E 4. IUTAL
SLS 1
SLS 2
618LS
80V5

IsRAUE 6, IUTAL
SLS 1
SES 2

BOYS
GIRLS

GRADE 8, IUTAL
SF5 t
SkS 2
43015
3095

IUTAL SLS 1

IUTAL SI'S 2

101AL GIRLS
IUTAL HMS

'AGNIFICANT EFFECTS

IRUUP RLP018180

4RAUE 4. IUTAL
SES 1

SLS
GIRLS
RUMS

4RAIIL be IUTAL
S 1

SLS 2
DIMES
POYS

GRADE U. 'aria
Sr5 1

SCS
u141$
uurs

IUTAL SLS I
RIM SFS 2

IUTAL
10181

ums
irmrs

.16811'13:401 EFFCCIs

LIMED STATES BLACK'

TABLE' PROBLEM MINK

SUMMAR'', MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIUNS FUR PAR INDICES.

ANOVA PRUBLEM 9,
THE IAGGRESSU81.

FATHER SLULDING SUN
511

N MEAN S.D.

238. 2.28 1.85
149. 2.68 2.09
89. 1.88 8.61
129. 2.18 1.82
109. 2.39 1.88

212. 1.47 1.36
138. 1.70 1.52
74. 1.54 1.20

107. 1.59 1.45
105. 1.76 1.27

204. 1.62 1.43
138. 1.51 las
66. 1.67 1.69

114. 1.51 1.20
90. 1.73 1.67

425. 2.00 1.60
229. 1472 1.50

350. 1.76 1.49
304. 1.96 1.61

1101 S60101146 'WV
531

4 MEAN 0.0.

238. 5.09 2.10
144. 5.21 2.01
89. 4.97 7.19
829. 5.18 1.94
1094 5.00 2.25

212. 4.51 e.12
138. 4.51 2.09
74. 4.50 2.16
101. 4.62 2.16
105. 4.39 2.119

204. 4.08 2.06
138. 4.17 1.95
66. 4.99 2.16
114. 4.32 2.07
90. 3.85 2.04

425. 4.63 2.02
229. 4.49 2.17

350. 4.71 2.06
304. 4.41 2.13

AGGNESSOA AA1146.

FATHER SCOLDING DAUGHTER RUINER SCOLDING SUN
533 S4S

N MEAN S.D. N NEAR S.D.

238. 2.99 2.38 238. 2.87 2.31
149. 3.48 2.48 149. 3.08 2.40
84. 2.54 2.28 89. 2.66 2.23
129. 2.93 2.34 129. 2.19 2.03
109. 3.06 2.42 109. 3.56 2.60

212. 2.48 2.20 212. 1.08 1.65
138. 2.60 2.24 138. 1.66 1.48
74. 2.31 2.17 14. 2.10 1.81
101. 2.58 2.3S 107. 1.58 1.45
1011. 2.33 2.06 105. 2.17 1.84

204. 2.18 1.84 204. 1.81 1.62
138. 2.02 1.47 138. 1.78 1.53
65. 2.28 2.00 66. 1.84 1.71
114. 2.25 1.87 114. 1.89 1.71
90. 2.11 1.81 90. 1.72 1.53

42S. 2.71 2.13 425. 2.17 1.80
239. 2.37 2.15 229. 2.20 1.92

350. 2.59 2.19' 350. 1.89 1o/3
304. 2.50 2.10 394. 2.48 1.99

GRADEGRADE

809 SCOLDING GIRL GIRL SCULDING
523 564

N MEAN S.O. N MEAN 5.0.

219. 4.76 2.10 238. 5.j7 2.11
149. 5,17 2.90 149. 4.94 2.15
89. 4.1S 2.19 U9. S..e1 2.07
129. 5.54 1.81 829. 4.26 2.41
109. 3.98 2.38 109. 5.88 1.81

212. 4.63 2.18 212. 4.11 2.17
138. 4.84 2.13 13H. 4.J2 2.24
74. 4.62 2.22 74. 4.60 2.1.,
ion 5.16 2.45 801. 3.63 2.30
10S. 4.09 2.30 M. 4.98 2.04

204. 4.09 1.86 204. 3.78 2.00
138. 3.88 1.68 136. 3.11 2.02
66. 4.29 1.85 66. 3.85 1.98
114. 5.05 1.84 114. 3.19 2.11
90. 3.12 1689 90. 4.61 1.89

425. 4.56 2.00 425. 4.22 2.13
229. 4.42 2.09 229. 4.55 2.t.5

350. 5.25 1.90 350. 3.59 2.27
304. 11.111 2.19 104. 5.035 1.91

MUINtR SCOLDING

4

238.
149.
89.
129.
109.

212.
138.
74.

11g:

204.
138.
66.
114.
90.

425.
229.

356.
304.

Z.IRL

4

238.
149.
.89.
129.
109.

212.
138.
74.

18.1.

105.

204.
1/111.

66.
114.
90.

425.
229.

350.
304.

DAUGHIFA
S2s

*3843 S.D.

2.55 2.09
2.98 2.27
2.12 1.91
2.28 1.95
2.82 2.22

1.84 1.58
1.92 1.71
1.76 8.45

1:g
1.48

1.57 1.79
1.55 1.2.
1.59 1.38
1.68 1.4.
1.46 1.19

2.15 1.73
1.82 1.58

1.92 1.61
2.05 1.69

GRADE

SCULDISIG IIRL
565

4E41 S.D.

5.68 2.01
5.55 2.01
5.54 I.9P
5.54 1.99
5.65 2.0u

4.955 2.12
5. 1 1.98
4.95 2.26
5.19 2.07
4.77 2.17

4.40 1.95
4.41 7.01
4.411 1.89
4.44 1.933
4.3/ 1.92

5.00 2.0',
4.99 2.04

5.05 2.01
4.91 2.01

GRADE GRADE SEX GRADE SEX GRADE



0 )11710 816718 BLACK

TAILS, PROBLEM NINE '

IIEM HUM WHONU IS

:140UP REPURILU

SUMMANV MEANS 4913 57ANUAR0 081.11111065 FUN PAR INUIEES

ANUVA ORMAN 9 AG6RESSOM 41111,46.
111E IAGGMESSURI.

NUV SCOLOIN0 FAIRER 80Y SCOLDING pottotem 6161 SEOLDINU FATHER
541 517 549

N MEAN S.W. N MEAN 5.9. N MEAN S.D.

61K1 SCOLDING
559

KAY

1401818

S.D.

6840E 4, !Ulla 2311. b.os 1.20 278. 6.09 1.63 238. 6.14 1.70 238. 5.92 1.91

SLS 1 144. 5.47 1.90 149. S.90 1,82 149. 6.24 1.56 149. 5.92 1.811

SLS 2 89. 6.12 1.66 119. 6.27 1.44 119. 6.03 1.9I UY. 5.92 1.91
61A1S 129. 6.09 1.66 129. 6.23 1.46 129. 6.37 1.110 129. 5.81 1.97

dUVS 109. 6.01 1.89 1739. 5.94 1.80 109. 6.25 1.60 109. 6.u2 1.84

680106 6, 101011 212. 6.30 1.56 212. 6.39 1.41 212. 6.47 1429 212. 6.19 1.24
SCS 1 113. 6.1.6 1.69 118. 6.50 1.59 138. 6.30 1.41 118. 6.35 1.35

SLS 2 /4. 6.45 1.43 74. 6.47 1.24 74. 6.63 1.04 74. 6.44 1.12
4141$ 107. 6.53 1.27 107. 6.27 1.67 107. 6.57 loll 107. 6.57 1.07
BUYS 105. 6.08 1.85 105. 6.51 1.16 105. 6.56 1.34 105. 6.21 1.41

613411E Hp 111T41 204. 6.09 1.72 204. 6.24 1.65 204. 5.91 1.89 204. 5.84 1.79
SLS 1 138. 6.00 1.90 138. 6.31 1.59 138. 6.05 1.73 138. 5.96 1.23

SO 7 66. 6.18 1.55 66. 6.16 1.71 66. 5.76 2..6 66. 5.72 1.85
ul3LS 114. 5.94 1.811 114. 6.14 1.78 114. 5.78 2.63 114. 5.68 2.35
1)096 90. 6.23 1.56 90. 6.33 1.51 90. 6.03 1.76 90. 6.00 1.54

10IAL Sf'S I 425. 6.04 1.83 425. 6.17 1.66 425. 6.2U 1.57 425. 6.08 1.66
IUIAL SOS 2 229. 6.25 1.55 729. 6.30 1.46 279. 6.14 1.64 229. 6.43 1.64

IU1A1 61HIS 350. 6.19 1.61 350. 6.21 1.64 350. 6.11 1.65 353. 6.12 1.64
10141 8091 304. 6.11 1.77 304. 6.26 1.49 304. 6.22 1.5? 304. 6.48 1.6.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE GRADE

GROUP N1PO4ILO

lEAEdEN

N

SCULUIN6 BUY
515

MEAN S.U.

MAE1118

N

SCULOING GIRL
527

MEAN 5.11.

BUY SCOLDING

557
Al III AAI

!NIGHER SIMI

N

SCUI.U16:.

543
ALAN

ILACHE0

Sod.

UNAOF 4, !!)!AL 238. 3.15 2.24 238. 3.06 2.30 238. 5.70 2.11 230. 5.96 1.90
Sr I 149. 3.33 2.28 149. 3.16 2.38 149. 5.98 1.64 149. 5.92 1.92
SO 7 89. 2.98 2.21 89. 2.95 2,23 09. 5.58 2.19 89. 6.00 1.08.
uIRLS 129. 2.74 2.23 129. 3.04 2.26 129. 6.09 1.71 129. 6.40 1.45
1095 109. 3.57 2.25 109. 3.07 2.34 109. 5.47 2.32 109. 5.92 1.95

66710E 6, 111IAL 212. 2.52 1.93 212. 2.86 7.15 212. .5.76 1.10 212. 5.50 2.2U
SLS 1 138. 2.60 2.03 138. 2.96 2./4 138. 5.555 1.98 138. 5.49 2.19
SFS 74. 2.44 1.83 74. 2.75 2.01 74. 5.95 1.82 74. S.50 2.22

107. 2.46 1.94 107. 3.01 2.72 107. 6.04 1.75 107. 5.76 2.07
dJYS 105. 2.59 1.93 105. 2.70 2.09 105. 5.40 2.05 105. 5.24 2.33

611AUF H. IJIAL 204. 2.48 1.85 204. 2.48 1087 204. 5.06 2.24 204. 5.16 2.34
S 1 130. 2.45 1.02 138. 2.50 1.77 138. S.07. 2.31 138. 5.22 2.32

SO 2 66. 2.51 1.88 66. 2.46 1.97 66. 5.04 2.17 66. 5.11 2.36
.141$ 114. 2.30 1.82 114. 2.45 1.713 114. 5.30 2.10 114. 5.14 2444
11075 10. 2.66 1.87 90. 2.50 1.96 96. 4.81 2.30 90. 5.18 2.78

10I61 SIS I 426. 2.79 2.04 425. 2.87 2.15 425. 5.54 '2.05 425. 5.56 2.14
10141 51.5 2 229. 2.64 1.97 229. 2.72 2.07 229. S.52 2.06 229. 5.54 2.15

1U141 61416 350. 2.50 2.00 350. 2.81 2.09 150. 5.81 1.08 150. 5.63 2.11
10141 HEM 304. 2.94 2.02 304. 2.76 2.13 304. 5.25 2.22 304. 5.45 2.19

ANT GRADE SEX GRADE GRADE 5E1 GRADE



UNITED STATES BLACK

TABLE: PROBLEM NINE

SUmmABY MEANS AND STANOAMU DEVIATIONS FoR PAR INOICES.

ANUVA PRUEILEm 9, AGGRiSSOR RAVING.
ITEM - Shim 'mill. IS IOC IAUGRESSURE.

.RCMP REPUMILD

PULICEMAN SCOLDING BOY
519

MEAN S.D.

POLICEMAN SCOLDING ;AML
5)1,

N MLAN S.O.

BUY SCOLDING POLICEMAN
563

N MEAN S.O.

GIRL SCOLDING PULICEMAN
551

N MEAN S.D.

GRADE 4, IUTAL 238. 2.48 2.23 238. 3.03 2.42 238. 6.00 1.74 238. 6.00 1.86
StS I 149. 2.81 2.34 149. 1.50 2.19 149. 5.92 1.75 149. 6.19 1.61
S'S 2 89. 2.14 2.11 89. 2.57 2.25 89. 6.07 1.74 89. 5.82 2.05
61415
11,01,5

129.
109.

2.44
2.51

2.20
1.25

129.
109.

3.13
2.93

2.50
2.34

129.
109.

6.28
5.72

1.45
2.03

129.
109.

6.02
5.98

1.83
1.89

GRADE 6s IUTAL 212. 2.10 1.72 212. 2.38 1.88 212. 6.23 1.42 212. 6.12 1.55
SsS 1 138. 2.11 1.79 110. 2.51 1.99 138. 6.08 1.50 136. 5.82 1.80
SLS 74. 2.10 1.65 74. 2.25 1.77 74. 6.38 1.35 74. 6.41 1.33
GIRLS 107. 2.24 1.93 107. 2.48 1.96 107. 6.43 1.25 107. 6.32 1.46
NUYS 105. 1.96 1.51 105. 2.28 1.80 105. 6.03 1.60 105. 5.91 1.64

GRADE 8, IUTAL 204. 2.17 1.78 204. 2.60 2.00 204. 5.21 2.17 204. 5.10 2.22
SLS I 138. 2.41 1.81 118. 2.80 2.04 138. 5.39 2.09 138. 5.29 2.16
SLs 2 66. 1.93 1.75 66. 2.40 1.96 66. 5.03 2.25 66. 5.31 2.26
GIRLS 114. 1.92 1.48 114. 2.78 2.07 114. 5.53 2.01 111. 5.36 2.11
OLPYS 90. 2.42 2.08 90. 2.42 1.93 90. 4.89 2.34 9). 5.22 2.26

TOTAL StS I 425. 2.44 1.98 425. 2.94 2.21 425. 5.79 1.78 425. 5.77 1.67
TOTAL 515 2 229. 2.06 1.84 229. 2.40 2.00 229. 5.63 1.78 229. 5.85 1.88

TOTAL GIRLS 350. 2.20 1.87 350. 2.60 2.18 350. 6.08 1.57 350. 5.91 1.82
TOTAL BUYS 304. 2.30 I.9S .304. 2.54 2.0) 304. 5.54 1.99 304. 5.71 1.93

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS GRADE SES GRADE SEX GRADE



ANUVA PAUOLEN 1).
1116 MUM 110144 IS 1140 IVIC116/.

610014 AtPudItu

611111 40 1061
SLS I
SLS 2
:.IRIS
009S

(11100 STATES SLACK

TAJLEt 1011401 24102101

SUMMARY MEANS 6014 3I410110 0111111013 7U4 PM INU1C13.

701.1111 11111146.

lAIREA N1111144 SUN 011111 111111NG UAUGHTIEA 14071416 411171146 SUN 11OIN/0 040414114
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Introduction

Law and order, respect and patriotism, rebellion and aggres§ion, jus-
tice and freedom are subjects of concern around the world. Rarely are
they discussed without emotion. To some, it is a time of social discon-
tent and frustration requiring change and revolution. Others support the
status quo, maintaining the traditional rules, norms, and values of their
societies. Whatever the trends, these observations do not describe parti-
cularistic phenomena. Rather they transcend countries regardless of poli-
tical persuasion, social orientation, or economic development.

Socialization, the developmental process through which persons
acquire societal orientations and behavior patterns, and not the threat
of particular legal sanctions keeps most people law-abiding. Social and
legal theorists concur that the socialization process is primarily res-
ponsible for compliance to social systems (Easton and Dennis, 1969;
Zimring and Hawkins, 1968). Although each system employs various teach-
ing (rearing) devices to build and sustain support, the major institutions
within polities and between societies are strikingly similar in goals and
means. Institutional structures of the environment--government, law,
family, school, business- -are present in every society (N.I.C.H.D., 1968).
Despite diversities, these institutions share transcultural (universal)
functions that may explain commonalities in the socialization process and
in the development of man's attitudes, values, and behaviors as related
to the social order. Examination of these similarities as well as dif-
ferences between communities, regimes, and cultures permits the develop-
ment of criteria to distinguish between the idiosyncratic, the "culture
bound," and the universal (Minturn and Lambert, 1964).

A crucial question in this six-nation, seven-culture developmental
study of compliance styles is whether the findings delineated in the
national chapters transcend the particular case and have pan-cultural
applicability. For example, from culture to culture are the same au-
thority figures salient? Are definitions of justice stable regardless
of national background? Do people nourish similar norms about the con-
sequences of rule-breaking and the severity of punishment throughout
the world? Are there developmental, sex, or social class differences
in attitudes toward legitimacy, wrongness, authority, responsibility
that hold across cultures?

The open-ended questions used on the interview proved to be a good
method for analyzing issues which are basic to the socialization process
and antecedent to the understanding of compliance and deviance. Although
the interview included a range of topics, this chapter focuses on the four
areas covered in the PAR national chapters: consistency of rules and laws,
the inevitability of punishment, the power of enforcement, and the justice
of punishment. The Methodology chapter contains a description of the entire
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interview schedule, the administration procedures, and the coding system as

well as a report of the reliability studies. The distribution of the inter-

view sample is described in Tables I and II.

The interview data strongly suggested that children cross-culturally
develop rather similar notions about rules, enforcement, obedience, and
punishment. There is universality in children's recognition of the im-
portant compliance systems and how they differentially relate to the child.

For example, the same ideas about the nature of rules and the differences
in rules for men and women and for adults and children recur from country
to country. Furthermore, although there are divergent patterns by sex,
social class, and even age, between countries, the greatest agreement in
children's perceptions occur cross-culturally and developmentally. To the

extent that there are differences between older and younger children rather

than cultures building a general theory of socialization describing these
processes is facilitated. The saliency of cultural commonality (universality)

may suggest substantive and procedural reforms to reduce violence and dis-

order and, in like manner, increase justice and freedom.

The method for analysis of the interview data was to tally the fre-
quencies of children's responses, compute percentages, and compare the
percentages for cross-cultural trends. The focus was on findings that

appeared to he general across cultures, either for most children or for
children of any age, sex, or social class group. No comparison was made

of the magnitude of difference between cultures, but rather trends were
compared across nations. To consider a trend cross-cultural, stringent
criteria were employed: For a pattern to be tentatively considered "uni-
versal," it had to hold across all seven cultures; to be considered pan-
cultural, across at least five cultures. On the total percentages, re-
gardless of pan-culturality, the most frequent or modal response given
by each culture was reported as well as any answer mentioned by a minority
of at least 20 per cent. On age, and SES differences, only pan-
cultural or universal patterns were included.
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Consistency of Rules

The interview included a series of questions on the consistency of
rules between the sexes and between the status groups of adults and chil-
dren. (See. Table III). On the first of these questions, "Are rules the
same for boys and girls?" a striking pan-cultural pattern emerged (see

Table IV A). A majority of children from each country, ranging from
Greece and India with 52 per cent to Japan with 82 per cent, said yes,
all rules are the same. A typical response was "Yes. It's because we're

all the same." An unequivocal no was given very infrequently in all
cultures except India. However, a substantial proportion of Indian
children, 35 per cent, said no. In contrast to the other countries,
Indian women are still frequently relegated to an inferior position by
the legal and religious systems; consequently, children learn early that
sex determines to which rules one must adhere (Minturn and Hitchcock,
1966).

Although across the cultures most children thought all rules are the
same, a small minority--at least 10 per cent--from every culture replied

that some rules are the same. Greek, Danish, and U. S. white children
with 38, 31, and 26 per cent respectively most often gave this answer.
Groups of individuals, regardless of national background, saw sex having
a qualified impact on the consistency with which rules were applied.

The two pan-cultural age patterns on the question of rule consis-
tency further clarified children's ideas. In five of seven cultures, all

except India and U. S. blacks, older children were less likely to reply

that all rules are the, same. With the exception of U. S. blacks, sizeable
groupings of older children more often said some rules are the same. These

developmental trends suggested that children increasingly experience some
difference in applicability of the sex standard to rules. While the con-

sensual opinion at grades 4 and 8 was that all rules are the same regard-
less of sex, older children in most of the countries were less confident
about this belief.

There were no cross-cultural sex or SES patterns.

Those few children who indicated there were differences were asked
to specify "What rules are different for boys and girls?" There was no

cross-cultural response pattern (see Table IV C). Children from India,

Italy, and Denmark felt that differences most often exist in the area of
family rules. Greek children most often claimed community, city, or
national rules, i.e., government. Of the few Japanese children who saw
differences, a majority thought that school rules differed by sex. Both

black and white children from the United States ascribed differences to
rules for people of different ages and status.

The most interesting finding on this question was the pan-cultural
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developmental trend. At grade 4, only one child from Greece saw government
rules differing by sex, but by grade 8 at least 5 per cent of the children
in every country cited this institution. Universally, older children re-
vealed greater governmental awareness and political acumen (Adelson, Green,
and O'Neil, 1969). By grade 8, they had begun to extend their intellectual
boundaries to include institutions beyor.d the family and school.

Again, no pan-cultural sec or SES differences emerged.

To determine the effect of status on rule consistency, children were
also asked questions about adults and children paralleling those on boys
and girls. In answer to "Are rules the same for adults and children?"
there was outstanding cross-cultural similarity (see Table IV B). A sub-
stantial majority of the children in each country, ranging from 62 per cent
of the Italians to 98 per cent of the U.S. whites, answered that some rules
are the same for both status groups. Only in Japan did a sizeable number,
20 per cent, also indicate that they thought all rules are the same. Chil-
dren's responses accurately reflected the differences in rules and privi-
leges governing adult and children's behavior. While universally the
majority of children believed that rules were the same for boys and girls,
they did see differential status having some effect on the consistency of
rules. Congruent with the cross-cultural FAR findings on sex and status
norms for aggressive interaction, children perceived more differences in
relationship to status than sex.

There was no variation by age, sex, or SES across cultures.

In specifying "What rules are different for adults and children?"
there was a cross-cultural pattern in five of seven cultures (see Table
IV D). With the exception of India and Italy, a substantial nroportion
of the children, ranging from Denmark with 45 per cent to U. S. whites
with 67 per cent, responded that government rules differ. One child made
this political-legal observation, "Children cannot obey the law to vote.
Until they are 21 years old, they cannot obey this law." Another noted
the impact of governmental differences in this way, "Adults when they're
driving their car, you know. The children don't have to do that, you
know; they dor't drive the car." In many countries sizeable minorities
replied family or school rules. In four cultures--India, Denmark, U. S.
whites, and Italy--at least 20 per cent of the children thought family
rules differ. Similarly, in five cultures--Greece, Italy, Japan, U. S.

whites and blacks--school rules were reported different for adults and
children. Although in cost nations children most frequently answered
government, the three major social systems--the institutions of family,
school, and government--were believed to have different standards for
rule applicability regarding adults and children.

There were no consistent cross-cultural age, sex, or SES differences.

Children's answers to "What rules are the same for adults and
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children?" extended the findings of the rule difference question (see
Table IV E). Across all cultures except India, government rules were
most often cited as the same. Even in India substantially more than 20
per cent of the children gave a government response. Government may
have been selected most frequently as having rules that are most differ-
ent and also most the same because it is the institution whose jurisdic-
tion is equally relevant to adults and children. The authority of the
school and family do not extend over both status groups in the same way.
Perhaps the ambiguity revealed in the children's responses, i.e., most
frequently seeing government rules as the same and as different, may be
rell-.ted to their less extensive exposure and experience with government
than with the proximal institutions of home and school. Nevertheless,
they had sufficient contact to make the following kinds of observations:
"On traffic, do not run in the center of the street by bicycle or for
adults by motor bike," and "Stealing and all sorts of other things be-
cause they might get the same idea, both of them." In only one culture,
India, did more than 20 per cent of the children see family rules as the
same; similarly only in Japan did a substantial minority answer "school
rules."

Also in three cultures, U. S. white, U. S. black, and Greece, at
least one-fifth of the children claimed that serious rules are the same
for adults and children. Rules governing acts of violence, grievous
crimes, or other "serious" matters were seen as equally applicable to
both status groups. An important minority felt that in certain situa-
tions adults and children are equally culpable for their acts.

There were no cross-cultural age, sex, or SES patterns.

Inevitability of Detection

In addition to the questions on consistency of rules, children were
asked questions about the effect of sex and status on the inevitability
of detection. First they were asked very generally, "Does someone who
breaks a rule always get caught ?" There was no single cross-cultural
answer (see Table VII A). In only two of seven cultures, children gave
unequivocal responses most often: 48 per cent of the Japanese gave an
unqualified yes and 55 per cent of the Danes gave an unqualified no.
Children from the other countries were divided in their reactions. Cer-
tainty of discovery seemed assured for black and white U. S. children.
No U. S. children gave an unqualified yes to the general question; rather
U. S. children from both the dominant and sub-sultures thought rule-breakers
are caught most of the time. Also, almost all of the remaining Japanese
held the same position. In contrast to Japanese and U. S. children, Greek,
Indian, and Italian children were not as confident about apprehensicsn.
Although a substantial minority of Indians said "yes violators get caught"
and Greeks replied "most of the time," sometimes was the most frequent
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answer in these cultures. In Denmark as well, the negatively 1ualified
reply was given by more than 20 per cent of the children.

Perhaps these differences revealed basic cultural differences in
conceptions about the beneficial or prohibitive nature of rules and laws.
On other interview questions Japanese children defined rules much more in
beneficial terms and Danish children in prohibitive terms. Consequently,
the Japanese may be more likely to maintain that violators must and do get
punished for the group good (Goodman, 1957), while the Danes may be more
permissive and tolerant about escaping detection.

There was no pan-cultural age, sex, or SES effects on the general
question about the inevitability of detection.

After the general probe to determine the effect of the wrong-doer's
age on being detected, children were asked specific questions such as,
"Do some children get away with breaking rules?" Consistent with their
replies to the general detection question, Japanese and Danish children
again gave opposite answers (see Table VII B). A substantial proportion
of the Japanese--34 per cent--gave an unqualified no and about an equal
number of the Danes--33 per cent--gave an unqualified yes. Most responses
from these two countries fell in positively qualified categories. The
unequivocal Japanese and Danish frequencies were striking in contrast to
the low numbers from other cultures.

In all seven countries including Japan and Denmark, most children
gave conditionally positive answers. Exemplary responses include "If
there are five of them who've done it, and if four of them say that
they've done it, then the last one might say no, and then get away with
it that way," and "I know one boy who gets away with it because, I don't
know, maybe his parents don't look after him that well." With the excep-
tion of the Japanese, children cross-culturally indicated clever, sneaky,
or sly children escape detection or under certain circumstances apprehen-
sion is avoidable. The Indians and Italians most frequently gave person-
ality characterizations; the Danes thought circumstantial reasons were
crucial. The U. S. whites, U. S. blacks, and Greeks utilized both ex-
planations. The latter two cultures favored situational circumstances;
the U. S. whites favored personality traits. In addition a substantial
minority of U. S. whites thought that lucky children escape discovery.

In contrast to children from all other countries who cited reasons
of situational circumstances or personal deviousness and shrewdness, the
largest proportion of Japanese contended that innocent, not responsible
children get away with rule-breaking. While 20 per cent of the Japanese
agreed that discovery is avoidable under certain circumstances, only
Japanese children made innocence the most important characterization of
rule-breaking. Evidently those who recognized that children escape de-
tection believed there was no conscious intent to their rule-breaking
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behavior, i.e., some do--but only the innocent.

In response to "Do some children get away with breaking rules?"
cross-cultural developmental trends emerged on the two most often mentioned
reasons. In all countries except Italy, older children increasingly felt
that detection is avoidable under certain circumstances. As children
mature, they see the social situation increasingly providing the means
for getting around the rules. Furthermore, in all countries except India
and Denmark, more older children thought that clever, sly, or sneaky
children have the wherewithal to avoid detection. The increase in in-
dividual ingenuity and the ability to manipulate the environment affect
pre-adolescents' views about circumscribing rules.

Cross-cultural sex and SES patterns did not emerge.

The same question with reference to adults, "Do some adults get away
with breaking rules?" suggested the influence of rule-breakers' age on
avoiding detection (see Table VII C). Again Denmark and Japan were the
most divergent. An outstanding number of Danish children, 40 per cent,
gave an unqualified yes; the Japanese with 27 per cent continued to lead
in the belief that rule-breakers do not go undetected. On this question,
though, in contrast to responses on the child detection question, a sub-
stantial proportion of Indians and U. S. blacks also cited unequivocal
answers.

Pan-culturally children continued to offer qualified explanations
for avoiding detection. The reasons most frequently elicited were clever,
sneaky, sly personalities and advantageous circumstances. One child sum-
marized his position by saying, "People that's sly or people that might
need what they're trying to take." Cultural patterns for qualified posi-
tive responses were similar to those on the child detection question. The
Danes and Japanese explained in terms of circumstance; the Indians and
Italians, in terms of personality traits. Greeks, U. S. whites, and blacks
emphasized both, although Greeks favored the particular circumstance while
the United States children tended to cite individual ingenuity. The U. S.
whites again replied lucky children avoid detection and get away with
breaking rules, mentioning it slightly more frequently than individual
personality styles. Perhaps most interesting is that Japanese children,
who most frequently mentioned innocence on the child detection question,
more frequently indicated that circumstances affect adults' escaping de-
tection. However, 20 per cent continued to explain avoiding discovery
even for adults in terms of innocence, in contrast to children of other
countries where innocence is virtually absent as an explanation of their

getting away with breaking rules.

No striking age, sex, or SES trends held across cultures.

The effect of the age, or relative status of the wrong-doer, on the
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inevitability of detection was investigated using the comparative question,
"Do children get away with breaking rules more often than adults?" A uni-
versal pattern describing the explicit status distinction emerged on this
question (see Table VII E). For every country the most frequent response
was that children most often get away with breaking rules: Percentages
ranged from 47 per cent of the Italians to 70 per cent of the U. S. whites.

Children regardless of cultural background believed that their transgressions
are tolerated. More importantly they noted that their rule-breaking and
misbehaving are more permissible than for adults, suggesting that such be-
havior is expected in the growing up process. This response pattern implied
the existence of a "legal moratorium," a testing time during the socializa-
tion process which allows children more freedom, greater flexibility, and
less stringent rule enforcement. As such the legal moratorium may permit
pre-adolescents to test rules of the various compliance systems at less
"cost." In conjunction with the consistency of rules question where all
children reported only some rules were the same for adults and children,
their explicit declaration of the children's advantage suggested that they
felt adults adhere to somewhat different standards and are more culpable
or responsible for their actions (see Table IV B). An array of cross-
national responses illustrates the point: "The children get away with it
more often because there are less severe measures for them." "Children's
faults are overlooked because they are young and for another reason, it is
not so effective to scorn because they usually don't really know what it
means," and "People think, it's children, then you mustn't be so severe
about it."

Few children thought adults and children get away with violations
equally. Only in three cultures, Greece, Japan and Italy, did more than
20 per cent of the children think that adults held the advantage and there-
fore escape detection more than children. Only 20 per cent of the U. S.

blacks unequivocally said "no," children do not get away with breaking
rules more often than adults.

That children believed they were more likely to get away with in-
fractions, or perhaps not be held responsible, was further confirmed by
developmental trend's. There was only one cross-cultural age difference.
In all cultures, except Denmark, older children less frequently saw adults
as getting away with rule breaking. Developmental trends on the PAR
analysis as well as research by others indicate that children increasingly
question adult competence, if not infallibility and omnipotence, in all
situations (Piaget, 1932; Kohlberg, 1963a, 1963b; Hess and Torney, 1968).
This developmental trend further suggested that, regardless of national
background, children increasingly realize that adults are held accountable
for their behavior and therefore the opportunity to "break" rules ls re-
duced. Older children may be more sensitive to the responsibility they
must increasingly assume and more appreciative of the freedom afforded
children.

There were no cross-cultural se:=' or SES patterns.
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Paralleling the assessment of the effect of status, the effect of
sex on the inevitability of detection was also determined. In answer to

"Do girls get away with breaking rules more than boys?" no cross-cultural
pattern emerged (see Table VII D). There was greater uniformity in res-

ponse to the adult-child detection question. On the girl-boy question,
children's answers dispersed over the various alternatives: (1) boys and

girls equally, (2) boys, or (3) girls getting away with breaking rules.
Although on the consistency of rules question children cross-culturally
saw rules as the same regardless of sex, they expressed more ambivalence

about consistency of detection and enforcement. Greeks, U. S. whites, and

Danes gave all three reasons with the following variations: Greeks most

favored girls; U. S. whites, boys; and Danes, boys and girls equally. Ita-

lians and U. S. blacks felt that boys are less likely to be caught although
a sizeable minority from both cultures said girls. Most Japanese children
maintained that boys and girls were equal, although 36 per cent thought
girls had the edge.

Finally, Indians demonstrated the greatest national consensus on
this question, with 72 per cent stating that boys get away with breaking
rules more than girls. India strongly showed a one sex preference in
describing the greater latitude of males in the area of rule-breaking.
On the consistency of rules question India was the only culture with a
substantial minority who did not see rules the same for the sexes. The

advantage noted for Indian boys may be a result of the greater freedom
given them in comparison to females (Ross, 1961; Minturn and Hitchcock,
1966).

A futher interesting finding was that the Japanese and Danish children,
who differed on the general inevitability of detection and the effect of
age (status) questions, were markedly alike in their perception of the ef-

fect of sex. More than children from other cultures, they observed that
boys and girls were treated democratically. Approximately 50 per cent of
the children from both these nations believed the two sexes were equal in
escaping discovery. Like the other cultures, they also saw rules as the
same for boys and girls.

Power to Enforce Rules and Laws

Related to the issue of the consistency of rules and getting away
with rule-breaking is the whole problem of obedience to rules and punish-
ment for disobedience. The interview posed two questions about the power
to enforce rules and laws, "Who can make you follow a rule?" and "Who
cannot make you follow a rule?" Like the PAR status and role problems,
children's responses demonstrated their differential perception of au-
thority figures.

In answer to the first, father, mother, teacher, and policeman
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emerged as the major authorities commanding children's compliance (see
Table VI A). In six of seven cultures parents were most able to make
children obey rules; only in Japan did the teacher rank higher. In every

culture except Italy, more than 50 per cent of the children mentioned
both mother and father. Greece, India and Italy preferred father; Japan,

Denmark, U. S. whites and U. S. blacks, mother. Although there was some
variation by country in the primal ranking of mother or father, overall
children saw parents as the most powerful and effective rule enforcers.
In terms of importance, teacher was next. Again cross-culturally, e'zcept

in Italy, more than 50 per cent of the children asserted that the teacher
induces obedience. The percentages of children answering policeman were
comparatively lower but sizeable numbers, ranging from 17 per cent in
Italy to 69 per cent for the U. S. whites, nominated this figure, the
symbol of local law enforcement. Policemen ranked fourth in all cultures

except India where children favored government officials. More than 20

per cent of the U. S. whites and blacks also mentioned government offi-
cials. However, cross-culturally father, mother, teacher, and policemen
were the key figures. Differences in selecting these authorities may be
attributable to children's relationship to them. The proximal figures,
mother and father, are most able to make children obey while the distal
policeman is not as effective in gaining compliance. The rank ordering
suggested the powerful influence close, nurturant, and affectionate ties
have on compliance. These features seemed more compelling to children
than perhaps the severe punishment meted out by less intimate, more
personal figures such as policemen and 3overnment officials. Consistent
with other recent research and theory in both psychology and law, these
findings indicate the importance of the nature and quality of relation-
ships as well as the strength of socio-emotional strategies in contrast
to increased punitive techniques in inducing compliance, rehabilitating
the deviant, and institutionalizing an effective system of deterrence
(Asch, 1952; Schwartz and Orleans, 1967; Zimring and Hawkins, 1968).

Pan-culturally children cited these authority figures as the en-
forcers, but did not select themselves. Not more than ten per cent of
the children in any culture indicated self. Their reliance on authority
seemed to relieve them of any need to develop their own conscience
(Merelman, 1969). Up through the age of 14, children's ideas reflected
little internalization of responsibility for sticking by the rules at
home, school, or community. In contrast, data from other research on
college youth revealed that a substantial proportion, approximately 32
per cent, saw themselves as responsible for their own obedience (Tapp,
1969). By the age of 18, children recognized the role of their own moti-
vations for facilitating or inhibiting their own behaviors. Those data
suggested age guidelines for affixing responsibility and, ultimately,
legal culpability for juvenile offenses (Tapp, 1970).

Although Italian children, like children from all other countries,
favored parents, teacher, and policeman, these figures were chosen much



11

less often, ranging from teacher with 12 per cent to father with 32 per cent.
In Italy none of the authorities had considerable control or influence in
making children obey. That no one authority in home, school, church, or
state was viewed very powerful may be symptomatic of a more general break-
down in the social system and authority structure.

The only cross-cultural developmental trend was on the mother res-
ponse. Everywhere but in Denmark, younger children were more likely to
mention mother. This answer reflects younger children's tendency to per-
ceive of parents, particularly, as infallible, omnipotent, and legitimate
per se. With maturity children's answers may not be inflated by such con-
siderations. In addition, older children may have a tendency to conceal
some of the personal affection they feel and overtly expressed about parents
at younger ages (Hess and Tapp, 1969).

Also there was one cross-cultural sex difference. In six of seven
countries, all except Italy, boys were more likely than girls to say police-
men can make them obey. Boys like girls thought the proximal, affiliative
figures were more effective rule enforcers; however, their overt recogni-
tion that severe methods are successful in obtaining compliance may result
from greater exposure to the impersonal, punitive, or arbitrary constraints
of the police and the legal system, via warnings from parents, if not
directly.

One cross-cultural SES pattern emerged across six cultures. Again,
with the exception of Italinas, low SES children more frequently described
the teacher as an important enforcer. This difference may indicate the
power of the matriarchy within the lower class milieu as well as the au-
thority of the teacher on this economic grouping (Dolger and Ginandes,
1946; Maas, 1951; Tuma and Livson, 1960). (The same trend was suggested
for the mother figure as well.) It also suggests that teachers, especi-
ally for lower class children, represent emotionally meaningful figures
who in large measure function as parent substitutes.

That children in these age groups saw parent, teacher, and police
authority figures as the primary enforcers of rules was further under-
scored by their responses to "Who cannot make you follow a rule?" Pan-
culturally none of the adult figures was mentioned as unable to effectuate
compliance (see 'fable VI B). Although there was no strong cross-cultural
response pattern on this questinn, these responses capture the major cate-
gories: "My brothers, they are smaller than me, and maybe they don't even
respect themselves," "A baby, children can't boss you around, or people
your own age. People you don't know or don't trust," and "My friends.
They can tell me, but I don't have to obey them." Children from four
countries, Greece, India, Italy and U. S. whites, most frequently said
younger children cannot require obedience. In the other cultures, children
variously chose strangers (Denmark), peers (U.S. blacks), and bad people
(Japan). In addition 25 to 33 per cent of the children from four cultures
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(Greece, Japan, U. S. whites and blacks) mentioned strangers. About 20 per
cent of the Greek children noted peers and bad people, while comparable U. S.
white percentages chose peers and those with no authority.

Children saw neither themselves nor other children as responsible or
effective agents to secure obedience. Only the key authority figures could
enforce obedience. Younger children, peers, and strangers were considered
powerless. At least up until age 14 the peer group did not exert a decisive
influence on compliant styles. Children did not picture themselves or others
in the same relative authority position as instrumental in their following
rules.

The only cross-cultural developmental trend perhaps signaled the grow-
ing importance of children in achieving obedience. The age difference emerged
on the younger children category, the answer given most frequently by children
in four countries. In five out of seven cultures, all except India and U. S.
blacks, older children less often said younger children cannot make them obey.
The slight increase in the "self" choice, in response to "Who can make you
follow a rule?" taken in conjunction with the growing power of peers rein-
forces the supposition that older children gain some conscious awareness that
they and their general peer group affect and are responsible for their obey-
ing rules.

There were no pan-cultural sex or SES patterns.

Justice of Punishment

To complement the questions on the enforcement of rules and laws, chil-
dren were also asked a series of questions on the justice of punishment.
Like the PAR status and role problems, these questions further clarified
children's feelings toward the various key authorities -- mother, father,

teacher, and policeman.

In response to the query, lho is it worst for you to be punished by?"
a strong cross-cultural pattern emerged (see Table IX A). Children's defini-

tion of the worst punisher was affected by their distal or proximal relation-
ship to the authority and the sex of the punisher. For all cultures except

Japan and Italy, the policeman was considered to be the worst punisher.
Characteristic of children's responses cross-nationally were: "Policeman

beats with the stick and one has to be in the jail for some days," "Police-

man. At home, there you may discuss matters, you know, why one does like

that. The police, they actually have got more power than the school and

the home has, you know," and "Policeman. Because if you get put in jail

you gets a hair cut and you will get stale bread and water." Frequencies

of policeman choice ranged from 66 per cent in Denmark to 48 per cent in

Greece.
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With the exception of India where only policeman was mentioned fre-
quently, father's punishment was rated as next worst by sizeable minorities.
Male authority figures, traditionally associated with severe disciplinary
measures, ranked first. But, consistent with the "power to enforce" ques-
tions, the father figure was not judged as bad as the distal

policemar.

Jenerally following the cross-cultural pattern, Italians chose the
male figures. A substantial proportion, 35 per cent, of those who gave
codable responses ranked father the worst punisher and policeman next worst.
Although the magnitude of police response was substantially lower for Italy
than for the other five cultures, this authority was mentioned by more than
a 20 per cent minority. Paralleling their pattern on "Who can make you fol-
low a rule?" Italian children cited all figures less often than children
from other countries.

In stark contrast to other countries, no Japanese ranked the police
in first place as the worst punisher. Perhaps worst was seen in socio-
emotional rather than punitive terms. Japanese children more than res-
pondents from other countries viewed parental punishment as something to
be avoided: 59 per cent chose mother and 48 per cent chose father. The

personal and affiliative qualities, important regardless of national back-
ground in gaining compliance, also affected Japanese children's feelings
about punishment. The proximal figures were most successful in procuring
obedience. Their close relationship make it worst to be punished by them
as well. In other cultures the distal policeman was the worst punisher,
but not the most effective rule enforcer. Except for Japan, worst seemed
to be defined in punitive terms. Consistent with the cross-cultural PAR
findings on the difference between hitting and scolding, the justice of
authorities who employ severe punishment may be diminished because the
magnitude of the infraction is not comparable to the magnitude of the
punishment technique; therefore, although they are worst punishers, they
are not considered most able to motivate children to obey. The inverse
relationship found between enforcement power and punishment power sug-
gested that factors other than punitive power of authority figures are
more influential in producing compliance. This discrepancy has crucial
implications for developing strategies that in the long nto, will effect-
uate obedience to rules and laws. If authorities like the police are to
be pursuasive socializers and perform an educative role in society, greater
emphasis must be placed on developing those characteristics embodied by
those authorities who can make children obey or, perhaps more appropriately
stated, make children want to obey.

Not even a 20 per cent minority of children from any culture con-
sidered teacher worst. Regardless of national background children re-
garded teacher more effective in gaining compliance than policeman, but
did not see the punishment power of this authority figure presenting a
severe threat. The teacher is in the tenuous position of having weaker
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interpersonal, emotional ties with children than the parent figures and also

of having less punitive power, substantially less than policeman and even
less than parents.

One cross-cultural developmental trend emerged. In five of seven cul-

tures, all except Japan and U. S. blacks, younger children mentioned police-

man morki frequently than older children. This pattern suggested that older
children move away from defining the worst punisher strictly in terms of
punitive characteristics.

There were no pan-cultural sex or SES differences.

Following the who question, children were asked "Why is it worst to be
punished by (that choice)?" Their answers clarified and extended the fore-
going interpretations on enforcement power and punishment power (see Table
IX E). There were striking pan-cultural similarities. With the exception

of Japan, the most frequent response for all countries was severity of pun-
ishment. This dominant tendency to fear and avoid authority figures because
of the harshness of their potential retribution ranged from 28 per cent for
the Italians to 86 per cent for the U. S. blacks. The only other explanation
given by sizeable minorities from these cultures encompassed the dimensions
of power and reputation. Most power was mentioned by 24 per cent of the
Danes, and giving the child a bad reputation, by 20 per cent of the Greeks.
The saliency of severity of punishment is consistent with the primacy of
the policeman as worst punisher. Policemen and fathers, the second male
choice, are more likely to employ retributive punishment techniques than
female figures.

Only a small proportion of Japanese children, 25 per cent responded
to this question. The category with the highest proportion of responses,
16 per cent, depicted punishment as worst because the punisher loves and
helps the child. The figures with whom they share a love relationship were
the figures they obey and those who it is worst to disobey. Worst punish-
ment to the Japanese child is not that of physical or verbal harshness but
the temporary withholding of the mother's affection (Langdon, 1967).

No consistent age, sex, or SES patterns emerged across cultures.

In answer to "Who is it least bad for you to be punished by?" there
was no strong cross-cultural pattern (see Table IX B). Consistent with the
responses to the worst punisher question, teacher. punishment was feared least by
children from four cultures: Italy, Denmark, and the United States blacks
and whites. Greek and Indian children gave the largest proportion of their
choices to mother, as did substantial minorities of Danes and U. S. whites.

Since children sought to avoid sevcre punishment, the female figures who
generally do not mete out harsh punishment were described at least bad.

In response to the same question, 80 per cent of the Japanese children
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chose policeman. In no other culture did a substantial proportion of chil-
dren cite policeman. Only minorities in Greece and Italy gave this res-

ponse. Moreover, additional minorities in these two cultures and Denmark
chose father, the other male figure as the least bad punisher. Judging

from previous questions, the Japanese were more concerned with maintaining
affiliation and sustaining an affectionate relationship than with avoiding
punishment. Since there is much less socio-emotional involvement in a
relationship with a policeman than a parent figure, punishment by him was
not considered as bad. Any punishment within the intimate Japanese family
group would be much more ignominious than that imposed by an outside, im-
personal figure. In addition, the fact that only four Japanese children
chose teacher--the most frequent choice of four other cultures--reflected
the influence of the school and possibly the student-teacher relationship.
Traditionally the teacher was treated as a parent substitute, clearly a
more personal, intimate authority figure than policeman (Langdon, 1967).

There were no pan-cultural age, sex, or SES differences.

Questions from the perspective of the child as the aggressor in
punishing did not yield as fruitful a cross-cultural picture as the child
as victim questions. There was no single cross-cultural response to "Who
is it worst for you to punish?" parrallel to the police pattern across coun-
tries on "Who is it worst to be punished by?" Children did not predom-
inantly select one figure (see Table IX C). Pan-culturally only the teacher
figure was mentioned infrequently, never by even a minority of 20 per cent.
Regardless of national background, children did not consider teacher worst
to be punished by or worst to punish. Within and between cultures, children
generally dispersed their answers among father, mother, and policeman. At

least 20 per cent of the children from every culture, except Japan, selected
each of these figures. Indians favored father and mother equally, Greeks
and Italians preferred father, Danes and U. S. blacks chose mother most,
and U. S. whites opted for policeman. In Japan, where the number of res-
ponses was very low, children primarily thought only that it was worst to
punish the policeman figure.

There was one universal age trend. In every culture older children
less often selected policeman. This age decrease was consistent with the
decrease in selecting policeman as worst punisher. Both these patterns
strongly suggested that maturing children move away from viewing punish-
ment of a person as bad because of high punitive power and/or fearing
retaliation to other considerations such as love or respect.

There were no cross-cultural sex or SES trends.

Following "Who is it worst to punish?" children were asked "Why is
it worst to punish (that choice)?" There was no dominant cross-cultural

response (see Table IX G). In fact, in comparison to other questions,
the number of children across all countries giving codable answers was
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extremely low. Only in one country did a majority of children mention one

reason; 65 per cent of the Indians said it was worst to punish a figure

because of respect. Furthermore, in only three cultures, Greece, U. S.

whites, and U. S. blacks, did more than a 20 per cent minority agree on a
single explanation. Greeks explained the figure loves you and helps you;
children from the United States described the figures' severity of punish-
ment. Just as there was no substantial agreement within or between cul-

tures about "Who it is worst to punish?" children were not consistent about

"why."

Again there were no cross-cultural age, sex or SES differences.

Finally, children were also asked "Who is it least bad for you to

punish?" The responses to this question further explicated cross-national
patterns (see Table IX D). In six out of seven cultures, all except Japan,
children rarely portrayed the personal, intimate familial figures, mother
and father, as least bad to punish. Although father ranked next, after
policeman, possibly because of the greater punitive power of males, he was
not least bad to punish. His close relationship to the child rendered
punishment from the child taboo. Children felt less bad about punishing
a more distal figure--even a powerful or punitive one--than a figure with
whom they had affiliative ties and shared a meaningful, trusting, and per-
haps dependent relationship. Consequently, policeman was the single most
frequent choice for Greece, India, and Italy. Danes and the U. S. whites

and blacks favored teacher, the other more distal figure. Sizeable minori-

ties of them--24, 23 and 33 per cent respectively--also mentioned the police-
man. In Greece it is likely that a policeman is defined by the family as a
member of the out-group. Hostility toward out-group members is not only
accepted but is a characteristic of Greek behavior (Triandis, Vassiliou,
and Nassiakou, 1968). Similarly, in India the attitudes and behaviors of
respect are reserved for family members, making punishment of an outsider,
e.g., a policeman, less subject to reproach and more justified. In Italy,

not only is the family the central object of loyalty and affection but,
additionally, the political system is deemed distant and exploitive (Al-
mond and Verba, 1963). Perhaps, the pol:ceman retains the low status
acquired as representative of the police state durfng the periods of
foreign control and fascism (Cesa-Bianchi, Corbascio and Bregani, 1969).
Italians' rejection of the policeman, representing the political-govern-
mental system, was consistent with their general rejection of authority
on "Who can make you follow a rule?"

Only Japan did not follow the cross-cultural pattern. For the
Japanese, there was substantial evidence that punishing parents was
least bad: 46 per cent answered mother and a 27 per cent minority said
father. A 28 and 25 per cent minority of Greeks and U. S. whites, res-
pectively, also thought punishing mother was least bad. Since in Japan

public expressions of conflict or aggression are considered detrimental
and shameful for the family reputation, children learn to restrain their
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aggressions (Langdon, 1967). Although tolerated within the confines of the

family group, such beharior is not displayed outside the home.

There were two cross-cultural developmental differences. In all coun-

tries except Italy, older children more often chose policeman as least bad

to punish. Also cross-culturally, except India and Italy, younger children

mentioned mother mere. Consistent with previous findings, with maturity
children think it is less wrong to punish a punitive, distal figure than a
nurturant, proximal one. Older children seemed increasingly to respect a
close, trusting relationship and therefore in those situations felt punish-

ment was less acceptable or legitimate. The closer figures can make them

obey because they are significant others; similarly it is inappropriate to
aggress against them.

No striking cross-cultural sex or SES patterns emerged.

Summary of Findings

There were important pan-cultural patterns in children's perceptions
of the impact of status and sex on the consistency of rules and the inevi-
tability of detection. Rules were not seen as the same for adults and

children. And cross-culturally children were thought to be more likely

to get away with rule-breaking than adults. Furthermore, children gener-

ally did not think that sex had a substantial effect on the consistency of
rules. Although there was some developmental shift in their position, chil-
dren indicated that rules were the same for boys and girls. There was less

consensus on the boy-girl detection question than on the adult-child one.
Within and between cultures, sex appeared to make some difference in avoid-
ing being caught, but there was little agreement about who was in the favored
position.

Salient cross-cultural trends in children's perceptions of various
authority figures emerged on the power to enforce rules and laws and the
justice of punishment questions. While all the key authority figures- -
mother, father, teacher, policeman--from the major compliance systems were
mentioned as able to obtain compliance, the proximal figures were con-
sidered much more effective enforcers of rules than the distal ones. But,

cross-culturally figures who could make children obey were not, chosen
worst to be punished by. The policeman, the most distal figure, overall
was ranked worst. With the exception of the Japanese who perceived of
worst punishment in love and socio-emotional terms, children primarily
defined worst in terms of punitive power. The harsh procedural approach
of policeman was considered the worst punishment; however, the threat of
severe punishment was not as effective a deterrent to disobedience as a
strongly meaningful, personal affiliation. Universally, children discri-
minated between authority figures and were rather similar in their notions
of them.
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TABLE III

Outline of Interview

I. Concept of Rules and Laws

II. Justice of Rules

IIJ Breakability vs. Non-Breakability

IV. Consistency of Rules

V. Functions of Rules

VI. Power to Enforce Rules and Laws

VII. Inevitability of Detection

VIII. Which is Worst (crimes against people, property or the system)

IX. Justice of Punishment
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Introduction

The Picture Aggression Rating technique has been described in
detail in the chapter pn methodology. The technique was developed
initially by Leigh Minturn. Some preliminary research using the
instrument was done with Illinois School children. (Minturn and
Lewis, unpublished report). For the present research, the pictures
were redrawn as necessary to represent racial and clothing differ-
ences for people- of the various countries.

The instrument was presented to the children in the form of
a series t slides. Zech slide showed two people, one of whom is
attacking the other either p4sically or verbally. The people in
the pictures include boys, girls, mothers, fathers, teachers and
policemen. The combinations were limited to one child and one
adult or two children; that is, no pictures of two adults were in-
cluded in the series. The combinations depicted :1.e designed to
depict variation by age, sex and status of the adults. By varia-
tion in these dimensions the PAR depicts just and unjust aggres-
sion. For each picture the children were asked to rate the degree
of wrongness of the aggressor and the victim. Since the PAR was
designed to measure normative, rather than idiocyncratic responses
to aggression, a description of the action, i.e., ',This is a
teacher scolding a boy," is read to the class upon the presenta-
tion of each slide.

The Picture Aggression Rating is, then, a semi-projective
technique, for which the individuals response is limited to a
quantitative measure. The analysis of the responses was done
along the dimensions of status, adult role, sex and individual
pictures. The analysis shows that the PAR is sensitive both to
pan-cultural similarities and national variations.
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Effect of Status

Hvootheses

A. Aggressor Ratings

The first hypothesis for the status indices is that the rank
order of the aggressors ratings, from most to least wrong will be
1. children attack adults, 2. children attack children, 3. adults
attack children.

This hypothesis is based upon the assumption that children,
of the fourth grade or older, will have internalized the belief
that adult authority figures have the right to scold children,
while children do not have the right to reprimand adults. We,
therefore, expect that adults punishing children will be judged
to be less wrong than children scolding adults.

This hypothesis (CAA > CAC > AAC) is supported for all
countries. The rank order is as expected in all countries, and
all differences are significant. (See Tables I and III).

B. Victims Ratings

The second hypothesis, is simply the converse of the first,
and based upon the same assumption of norm internalization. This
hypothesis presumes that the wrongness of the victim will be the
opposite of the wrongness of the aggressors, i.e., 1. children
being attacked by adults, 2. children being attacked by children,
3. adults being attacked by children.

The total rank order predicted by this hypothesis (AAC >
CAC > CAA) is found in Greece, India, Japan, and the U.S. White
sample, but received only partial support in other cultures.
(See Tables I and II).

In Italy adult victims of children, are, as hypothesized,
judged to be less wrong than child victims of children. No signi-
ficant difference appears between the ratings of children being
attacked by adults vs; children being attacked by other children.
Contrary to prediction, children being attacked by adults are
judged to be less wrong than are adults being attacked by chil-
dren. While this difference is small it is significant. Thus
the rank order for Italy is CAA > CAC = AAC.

In Denmark, as in Italy, children being attacked by adults
are judged to be less wrong than are adults being attacked by
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children. For the other two pairs of ratings the results are as
predicted. The rank order for Denmark is CAA > AAC > CAC.

In the US Black sample we find that there is no significant
difference between the AAC and CAA ratings and that, contrary to
prediction, adults being attacked by children are judged to be
more wrong than children being attacked by adults. The resulting
rank order is AAC = CAA > CAC.

The common element across the judgements of children from the
Italian, Danish and the U.S. Black samples is that the CAA ratings
are higher than the CAC ratings. Children from these cultures
judge adult victims of child aggression to be more wrong than child
victims of child aggression. The reasons for this phenomena are
examined in the next section.

Comparison of Status Ratings Across Cultures

Lxamination of Figures 12 and 16 indicates that children in
all samples judge aggressors to be more wrong than victims for the
childattackschild indices, except for a minor cross-over in
India. Conversely children, in all societies, judge victims to
be more wrong than aggressors for the adult-attacks-child and
child-attacks adult indices. The greatest differences in aggres-
sor vs. victim wrongness judgements appears for the child-attacks-
adult indices. The wrongness judgements of child-to-adult aggres-
sors is so high for the Italian and Black children that the scale
for these ratings had to be broken at the bottom to accommodate
means greater than six on a seven point scale. (See Figs. 12 and
16, Child Attacks Adult).

The basis for the deviation of the Italian, Danish and Black
samples, from the expected rank order appears to be their unusually
high ratings of the wrongness of adult victims. (See Fig. 16,
Child Attacks Adult). Children of these three samples rate adult
victims higher in wrongness than do the children of any of the
other societies. However, their judgements of victims wrongness
in child-to-child aggression are not unusual. (See Fig. 6,
Child Attacks Child). One may conclude, therefore, that it is
the unusually high CAA victim ratings which leads these children
to regard CAA victims to be more wrong than CAC victims.

It is of interest to note that these same three samples show
the lowest ratings of wrongness for the AAC index. (See Fig. 16,
Adult Attacks Child), a phenomena which also contributes to their
deviency from expected rank ordering of the status indices. Chil-
dren of these societies evidently regard children being attacked
by adults to be unusually rightous, and adults being attacked by
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children to be unusually wrong. It would seem that Danish, Italian
and American Black children have internalized guilt concerning aggres-
sion across the age-status dimension lets completely than the chil-
dren in other societies.

Some interview data indicates that the most frequent reason
why adult victims of child aggression may be judged to be quite
wrong is that they must have done something unusually wrong for
such a situation to occur. Some children also maintain that it i5
intrinsically wrong for adults to themselves to be scolded
by children.

The children of the United States and India appear to be polar
opposites on their judgement of the wrongness of aggressors and
victims. Both the white United State, samples are higher than
other countries on their ratings of the wrongness of aggressors
and lowest on their rating, of the wrongness of victims, while the
Indian children are relatively low on their ratings of the wrong-
ness of aggressors and high on their ratings of the wrongness of
victims. Japanese children are low in their ratings of both aggres-
sors and victims, when rating pictures depicting children attacking
adults. This may be a response set effect.

Sampling Variation

A. Age
Inspection of Figures 12 and 16 and Table III indicates that:

For the adults-attacking-children and the children-attacking-adults
indices, the cross-national dispersion is greatest in grade four
for the aggressors' ratings and greatest in grade eight for the
victims' ratings. Thus, as children grow older they reach greizer
international agreement on the wrongness of aggressors and less
international agreement on the wrongness of victims, when the
aggression is directed across status dimensions, either up or
down. The dispersion on the aggressors' victims' ratings for
child-to-child aggression is approximately equal for all age
grouns.

In addition to these differences in variance, some pan-
cultural age trends in the direction of the ratings are evident.
For the child-attacks-adult inde-, children in most countries
rate the aggressor as increasingly less wrong and the victim as
increasingly morn wrong, n5 they grow older. They also tend to
rate aggressors as increasingly less wrong for the child-attncks-
child indices, but the rntings of victim', wrongness remain
essentially the same. The rntings of wrongness of both aggres-
sors and victims are the most uniform across age for the adult-
attacks-child index (except for Italian and Danish victims
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ratings). Thus the perception of the wrongness of adult aggression
stabilizes at nn earlier age thin the perception of the wrongness
of child aggression, whereas the perception of the wrongness of
children as victims of aggression stabilizes earlier than the per -
caption of the wrongness of adults as victims of aggression.

B. Sex

Table IV show; the means for boy: and girls on the status
indices. Table V shows that where WY differences in judgements
of the status indices appear girls invariably judge child aggres-
sors to be more wrong than do boys, while boy: invariably judge
child victims to be more wrong than do girls. Apparently girls
tend to internalise: guilt about aggression more completely than
do boys, while boy; rationalize aggression by emphasizing the
wrongness of the victims.

C. SE.S

Table VI shows the means for low and high SLS children on
the status indices.

The only S. differences appearing with any consistent
frequency are in the aggressor ratings for the adult attacks
child index. Middle dins: children in Denmark, Greece, Italy
and United States (White) judge adult aggressors to be more
wrong than to lower class children. Aside from this general
effect, SZS differences do not appear; either in the other
nggressor ratings or in the "ictim ratings.

effect of Kole

A. Aggressor Ratings

The stntisticn1 significance of the rank order hypotheses
was not checked for the role indices. However, visual inspec-
tion of Figure 10 and Table VII reveals that without exception
child aggressors ara judged to be more wrong than adult aggres-
sors, holding, role of adult constnnt. That is, children scold-
ing teachers are judged to be more wrong than teachers scolding
children; children scolding policemen are judged to be more
wrong than policeman scolding children Ind children scolding
parents, are judged to be more wrong than parents scolding chil-
dren. Comparison of Figure 10 for children scold children with
tha other scolding indices., reveals that these ratings have n
middle position betwe'n the child-to-adult indices and the adult-
to-child indices for 11'1 societies and all three adult roles.



s-b

tie can conclude, therefore, that the predicted rank order of
CAA > CAC > AAC holds for ill of the scolding indices, without
exception. (Note the scale difference in Fig. 10 for the AAC,
CAC and CAA indices.)

B. Victims Ratings

Since the adult-to-child and child-to-child indices contain
pictures of hitting as well as scolding, whereas the child-to-
adult indices do not, the indices are not entirely comparable,
and the failure of the victim; ratings to conform to the hypothe-
sised rank order in some countries, might be due to this non-com-
parability. An examination of the role indices, which contain
only scolding pictures, however, indicates that this is not the
case. If one comnaros Figure 14 and Table VII the three adult-
to-child scolding indices, i.e., parents- scold - children, teachers-
scold-children and nolicemen-scold-children, with the index of
children-scold-children, and the three child scolding adult in-
dices, i.e., children-scold-parents, children-scold-teachers and
children-scold-police, one finds the results do not differ from
the ones just reported. The data for Greece, India and Japan
and U.S. 'lhite show that the rank order of wrongness of the
victims is as predicted: (1) adults being scolded by children
for parents, teachers and policemen victims and (2) children
being scolded by adults, for parent, teacher and policemen
aggressors, with the children scolding children index always
appearing in rank two.

In Italy and Denmark this complete rank order appears only
in grade four. However, the children being scolded by the three
types of adults are always judged to be most wrong in Italy and
judged to be most wrong by the fourth and sixth grade Danish
children.

Only tLe United States Black sample fails to show any
consistency in the ranking of these indices. For those chil-
dren the rise in the judgements of wrongness of adult victims
is so sharp with increasing age, that eighth grade Black chil-
dren judge adult victims of child aggression z:o be more wrong
than child victims of adult aggression. (Note scale differ-
ences in Fig. 14 for the AAC, CAC and CAA indices.)

Comparison of Role Ratings Across Cultures

Turning to the relationship between aggressors and victims
we find that 311 three adult aggressors, narents, policemen and
teachers, are judged to be less wrong than their victims. (See

Table VII and Figures 10 and 14: note scale difference between
Figures 10 and 14 for those indices.) Children scolding children
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are also judged to be more wrong than are their victims, in some
societies while aggressors and victims are judged to be about
equally wrong by children in other societies. 'Men the child-
to-adult indices are considered we find that the child aggres-
sors are judged to be more wrong than their adult victims irres-
pecting of the role of the adult. (Note scale differences
between Figs. 10 and 14 for these indices.)

Ne can conclude, therefore, that aggressors in adult -to-
child aggression are judged to be less wrong than their victims,
while aggressors in child-to-adult aggression are judged to be
more wrong than their victims, irrespective of whether the adult
is a parent, teacher or policeman. Judgements of the relative
justice of aggressors and victims in child-to-child aggression
varies from country to country.

The Italian, Danish and Black children have the highest
wrongness ratings for adult victims for narents, policemen and
teachers (sea Fig. 14), indicating that their judgements are
not specific to a particular adult role. They are also con-
sistently low in their ratings of the wrongness of child vic-
tims, irrespective of the role of the adult aggressor.

The low ratings of the Japanese children, particularly on
judgements of the wrongness of child aggressors is evident across
most of the role indices. However, the opposition of the Indian
and US Uhite samples, evident in the status indices, appears only
intermittently throughout the role ratings, and is best discussed
in the national chapters for these societies.

Sampling Variation

A. Age

The role indices divide the status indices by narent,
teacher and policeman, and reflect both the overall trends
apparent in the status indices and differential perception of
adult role models. In the adult-attacks-children indices, the
convergence with age of judgements of the wrongness of aggres-
sors and dispersion in judgements of the wrongness of victims
is most evident in the ratings of parents-scolding-children and
least evident in the ratings of policemen-scolding-children,
with teachers-scolding-children in an intermediate position.
The trend does appear in all three indices. (See Figures 10
and 14 and Table VII).

This convergence-divergence trend also appears for all of
the children-scolding-adult indices. For these child-to-adult
measures the trend is most prominent for the ratings of nictures
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in which teachers ind policemen are the victims. The exception
to this generalization is the Japanese sample, which is deviant
from all others for these ratings, in that these children drop
sharply in their ratings of the wrongness of children aggressing
against adults in grade eight.

The mean wrongness ratings of aggressors and victims varies
from_one adult role to another within society, indicating that
the children do perceive these three adult roles as distinct from
each other. The details of these shifts varies from country to
country and will not be discussed here.

The stability of judgements of wrongness of adult aggressors,
relative to child aggressors, and the stability of judgements of
wrongness of child victims relative to adult victims is not as
evident in the role indices, as it was in the status indices,
but can still be noted.

The increase in the perception of the wrongness of adult
victims, occurs in all societies except India and Greece and is
particularly marked for U.S. Blacks. The breakdown of the
aggressors ratings shows that the decrease in wrongness judge-
ments of child aggressors occurs primarily for the child-scolds-
teacher and child-scolds-policeman ratings, and does not appear
in the child-scolds-parent index.

Danish, Italian and U.S. Black children, the three groups
which did not conform to the hypothesis concerning the rank order
of status indices, show a marked decline in the wrongness judge-
ments of child victims of adult aggression, particularly when the
adult is a teacher or policeman. Other countries, however, show
the stability ofjudgennts for adult-to-child aggression, evident
in the status indices.

B. Sex

Table VIII shows the means of the role indices for girls and
boys. Table IX shows the direction of sex differences in the
judgements of the role indices. The single exceptions to the
finding that girls tend to judge child aggressors to be more wrong
than do boys, appear in the child-hits-child ratings of the Indian
sample and the parent-scolds-child indices of the U.S. White sample.
Boys judge child victims to be more wrong than do girls, except in
India, where girls judgements are consistently higher than those of
boys. Again we find that the judgements of wrongness across the
ass- status dimension are relatively unaffected by the role of the
Fdult in iuestion.
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C. SES

Table X shows the means of role indices for children of low
and high SES. The observation that middle class children in some
societies judge adult aggressors to be more wrong than do lower
class children, appears to be primarily a function of the parent-
hits-child indices and will be discussed in the next section.

Effect of Action

Hypotheses

A. Aggressor Ratings

The first hypothesis concerning action is that an aggressor
using physical aggression will be judged to be more wrong than
an aggressor using verbal aggression. Thus, we would expect that
parents hitting children would be worse than parents scolding
children and that children hitting children would be worse than
children scolding children.

This hypothesis is confirmed for children of all countries
and all grades, with the single exception that the Indian children
judge parents to be about equally wrong whether they are hitting
or scolding children. Children hitting other children are judged
to be more wrong than children scolding children, without excep-
tion. (Compare Figure 10 for these indices and see Table VII).

B. Victims Ratings

The second action hypothesis is that children being hit,
whether by parents or by children, would be judged to be more
wrong than children being scolded by the comparable figure.
This hypothesis was not confirmed. In general, children in all
countries and at all ages judge the victims of physical and
verbal aggression to be about eaually wrong. This is true for
both parental and child aggressors. Thus, children judge the
victims of physical and verbal aggression to be equally wrong,
while at the same time condemning the use of physical punish-
ment more severely than the use of scolding. (Compare Figure
14 for these indices and see Table VII).

Comparison of Ratings Across Cultures

This finding, when applied to parents, has important impli-
cations for identification theory and the effectiveness of physi-
cal punishment as a disciplinary technique. There is ample
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evidence that physical punishment is a relatively ineffective form
of punishment when applied to children, less effective than one
would expect from the animal data. These data suggest that one
reason for this ineffectiveness is that when parents use physical
punishment they diminish, in children's eyes, the justice of their
authority, because in the children's estimation, the magnitude of
the infraction is not comparable to the magnitude of the response.
If children judged both the aggressor and the victim to be more
wrong, when physical punishment is used, the relative distance be-
tween the wrongness of the aggressor and the wrongness of the vic-
tim might be the same as it is in the scolding situation. However,

since the "physical" aggressor is judged to be more wrong than the
"verbal" aggressor, while their respective victims are equal in the
wrongness of their infraction, the effect is that the person who
resorts to violence simply impairs the justice of his authority,
without, at the same time, increasing his victim's sense of guilt.

It is most interesting that this effect is strong enough to
override variation in age, sex, SES and society. These data would
suggest that children are virtually unanimous in their judgement
that hitting is very wrong, and does not occur simply when the
victim has committed a serious offense.

Sampling Variations

A. Age

Significant age changes occur in some societies for these
ratings. However, they are not consistent in direction from
society to society, and are best discussed in the national chap-
ters. (See Figures 10 and 14 for hitting indices).

B. Sex

Table IX shows that no sex differences occur in the ratings
of parents hitting children. Italian boys judge children being
hit by parents to be more wrong than do Italian girls, but this
is the only sex difference for the victims ratings of this index.

On the other hand, girls in Italy, Denmark, and the United
States, judge children hitting other children more severely than
do boys. The only country where boys consider children hitting
other children to be more wrong than do girls is India. Only
two significant sex differences appear for the victims ratings
of this index. Victims of physical aggression by children are
judged more severly by Indian girls and U.S. White boys.

The only pan-cultural generalization which can be drawn from
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these data is that sex differences do no appear for judgements of
parental physical aggression, and that girls usually judge the child
victims of such aggression to be more wrong than do boys.

C. SZS

Danish, Greek, Italian and U.S. White middle class children
judge parents to be more wrong than do lower class children of
these countries, when they are physically aggressive. In Danmark,
Greece and Italy middle class children are also more severe in
their judgements of the wrongness of children using physical aggres-
sion. The only significant SIS difference appearing in the victims
ratings for the hitting indices is that lower class Danish children
judge children being hit by parents to be more wrong than do middle
class Danish children. (See Table X).

Effect of Sex

Hypotheses

A. Aggressor Ratings

The aggressor rating hypotheses for the.sex indices are based
on the assumption that aggression is more permissable for males
than for females in most societies. On this premise we constructed
two hypotheses, 1. aggression by females will be worse than aggres-
sion by males and 2. aggression to females will be worse than
aggression to males. Thus the hypothesized 'ank order for the
aggressor ratings Is, 1. female-to-female, 2. female-to-male, 3.
male-to-female and 4. male-to-male. (FAF > FAM > MAF > MAM).

Examination of the directions of the t tests presented in
Table XI reveals the total rank order shown in Table XII. No
society ranks all four indices as predicted by the above hypo-
theses. The first hypothesis is confirmed. Irrespective of the
sex of the victims, the two indices with female aggressors always
appear in ranks one and two, while the two indices with male aggres-
sors always appear in ranks three and four, (except in India where
the MAF and MAM indices have equal ranks). Thus we can conclude
that aggression by females is judged to be more wrong than aggres-
sion by males.

The hypothesis that aggression to females is worse than
aggression to males, is definitely not confirmed. Without excep-
tion, female-to-male aggression is judged to be the most wrong,
and female-to-female aggression is ranked second. Aggression to
males, therefore, is judged to be worse than aggression to females
when the aggressor is a female.
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The societies vary, however, in their ranking of the male
aggressor indices. The hypothesis that male-to-female aggression
will be Audged to be worse than male-to-male aggression is not
confirm,.:: in Greece, India, Italy and among U.S. 'Mites, where
male-to-i-ale aggression is judged to be least wrong. In Japan
the MAM and MAF indices have equal ranks. The only two samples
confirming the prediction for the male aggressor indices are the
Danish and U.S. Black samples.

The most usual rank order of the aggressors ratings is,
1. FAM, 2. FAF, 3. MAM and 4. MAF. Thus while aggression by
females is considered to 'be worse than aggression by males,
aggression to females is generally considered to be less serious
than aggression to males. In interpreting these results, it
should be remembered that most of the pictures depict verbal
aggression, and that the children shown are pre-adolescent and
of comparable size. The only picture involving cross-sex physi-
cal aggression by an adult male is the one showing the father
hitting his daughter. The results, therefore, should not be
generalized to conflict between adult men and women without
further investigation.

B. Victims Ratings

Some hypotheses concerning the victims ratings of the sex
indices are based upon the assumption that the victims of justi-
fied aggression will be presumed to be more wrong than the vic-
tims of unjustified aggression. This reasoning would predict
that the wrongness ratings of victims would have the opposite
rank order from that of the aggressor ratings, i.e., I. male-
to-male, 2. male-to-female, 3. female-to-male and 4. female-
to-female. (MAN > MAF > FAM > FAF).

Alternatively one might argue that an individual who had
elicited unjust aggression might be more guilty than one who was
engaged in a just combat. On the assumption that aggression
across sex lines is usually less justified than aggression with-
in sex, this hypothesis leads us to predict that the victims of
within sex aggression will be judged to be less wrong than the
victims of cross sex ngression. (MAF > MAM and FAM > FAF).

The t tests for differences between the victims ratings are
shown in Table XI. Zxamination of the direction of these differ-
ences reveals the total rank order presented in Table XII. Clearly
no pan cultural similarity of ranking appears in these data. The

only society where all four indices are ranked according to pre-
diction is Japan. One could infer from the Japanese data that
victims of justified aggression are presumed to be more wrong
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than the victims of unjust aggression.

Turning to the assumption that cross sex aggression is less
justified than within sex aggression we find that the hypothesis
that HAF victims will be worse than MAM victims is confirmed for
the Greek, Indian, Japanese, and U.S. WhiLe samples, but discon-
firmed for the Italian, Danish and U.S. Black samples. The hypo-

thesis that victims of FAM aggression wil be more wrong than vic-
tims of FAF aggression is confirmed for the Italian, Japanese,
Danish and U.S. Black samples, but disconfirmed for the Greek,
Indian and U.S. White samples.

Although each hypothesis is confirmed in four out of seven
societies, closer inspection of the data revealo that in fact the
wrongness judgements of the children are evidently influenced by
the specific sex of the victim, rather than whether the aggression
is within sex or across sex. Children in the Greek, Indian, and
U.S. White samples always judge female victims to be more wrong
than male victims, if the sex of the aggressor is held constant.
(MAF > MAM and FAF > FAM) while children in the Italian, Danish
and U.S. Black samples, judge male victims to be more wrong than
female victims, again holding the sex of the aggressor constant.
(MAM > MAF and FAM > FAF).

These overall ratings actually mask substantial differences
between the ratings of boys and girls on the sex indices. We

shall, therefore, postpone discussion of these ratings until the
section dealing with sampling variation.

Comparison of Ratings Across Cultures

Figures 11 and 15 show that in general aggressors and vic-
tims are judged to be about equal in wrongness for the sex in-
dices, although there is some tendency to judge male victims to
be less wrong than female aggressors in the female-attacks-male
index.

The dispersion across societies in judgements of victims'
wrongness is smaller than the dispersion in judgements of aggres-
sors' wrongness for all four sex indices. Apparently there is
greater international agreement concerning the range of victims'
wrongness than there is on the range of aggressors' wrongness.

It is notable that the differences in wrongness judgements
do not vary widely across the four indices. All judgements of

the wrongness of aggressors fall between three and five, while
judgements of the victims' wrongness fall between 3 and 4.
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In the cross-country ranking of the aggressors ratings, the
two U.S. samples are consistently high. The U.S. Black children
are particularly severe in their judgements of the wrongness of
aggressors. Japanese children are always lowest in their judge-
ments of the wrongness of aggressors for these indices.

In the ranking of victims ratings, we find that the Indian
children are always highest, and the U.S. Black children are
always lowest in their judgements of victims wrongness for these
indices.

Sampling Variations

A. Age

Table XIII shows the means for the sex indices for children
of fourth, sixth and eighth grades. In the Indian and U.S. Black
samples fourth grade children judge all four aggressors to be more
wrong than do older children. U.S. White children judge MAM, FAM
and FAF aggression to be more wrong in the fourth grade, than do
older children; while this same effect appears in the Italian
sample for the MAM and FAF indices. These are the only signifi-
cant linear age differences for the aggressor ratings of the sex
indices. In all cases fourth grade children make more severe
judgements about the wrongness of aggressors than do the children
of the sixth or eighth grades.

Curvilinear grade effects appear in the Japanese data for
the MAF, FAM and FAF indices. These are covered in the Japanese
chap:-er.

Age effects are rare in the victims ratings and are not
particularly consistent across cultures. Males being attacked
by females are judged to be most wrong by eighth grade children
in Greece and Italy and sixth grade U.S. Black children. The
U.S. Black children show significant age effects for all vic-
tims ratings of the sex ind4.ces. Males attacking males and
females attacking females are judged most severly by eighth
graders, while males attacking females are judged more severely
by both sixth and eighth graders than by fourth graders.

Curvilinear grade effects appear in the U.S. White sample
for the MAM and MAF indices; sixth graders make the most severe
judgements of victims for these indices.

One may conclude, therefore, that where age differences
appear for these sex indices, younger children make the more
severe judgements of aggressor wrongness, while older children
make the more severe judgements of victim wrongness.
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B. Sex

The total means for boys and girls on the four sex indices
appear in Table XIV. The rank order of these means appears in
Table XII. These rank orders indicate that boys and girls show
substantial differences in their judgements about the relative
wrongness of the four sex indices.

We will first consider the judgements of boys, which show
considerably more pan-cultural agreement than do the judgements
of girls. Without exception boys judge female-to-male aggres-
sion to be the most wrong. Female-to-female aggression is judged
to be second in wrongness, although Indian boys judge it to be
equal to male-to-male aggression in wrongness. Thus the first
hypothesis that aggression by females will be considered more
wrong than aggression by males, is strongly confirmed for vir-
tually all countries.

The hypothesis that male-to-female aggression will be judged
to be more wrong than male-to-male aggression is, however, defini-
tely disconfirmed. Danish boys judge male-to-male aggression to
be least wrong, with male-to-female aggression in third place.
They are therefore, the only male group conforming to the original
hypothesis.. In other countries boys judge male-to-female aggres-
sion as being the least wrong, with male-to-male aggression hold-
ing third place, except in the Indian sample where it is tied for
second place.

Obviously the original hypothesis has a feminine bias, which
male judgements around the world strongly disconfirms.

The judgements of girls in the aggressor ratings of the sex
indices show somewhat more variability than do boys' judgements.
The greatest area of pan-cultural agreement among girls is that
female-to-female aggression is definitely wrong. The FAF index
is ranked either first or second by girls of all samples.

Girls also tend to agree with boys that aggression by females,
irrespective of the sex of the victim is generally wrong. Girls
in India, Italy and Japan, judge the FAM index to be most wrong,
thus agreeing with the boys judgements. Greek girls judge aggres-
sion by females to be more wrong than aggression by males, but
make no distinction between the wrongness of aggression to males
or females.

United States White girls rank female-to-male aggression
second, with female-to-female aggression ranked as most wrong.
The United States Black and the Danish girls rank female-to-male
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aggression as least aggressive, thus differing from all other
samples in their defense of aggression by their sex to males. It

can be said, therefore, that girls and boys do agree that aggres-
sion by females is worse than aggression by males, except for
Danish and U.S. Black girls who differ sharply from this evalua-
tion. They do not necessarily agree, however, that female-to-
male aggression is worse than female-to-female aggression.

Girls do not necessary agree with boys that aggression of
males -to- males is worse than aggression of males-to-females. In

Japan, Denmark and the United States girls rank male-to-female
aggression higher in wrongness than male-to-male aggression.
Greek girls wake no distinction between the wrongness of these
two indices. Only the Indian and Italian girls agree with the
male evaluation that male-to-male aggression is more wrong than
male-to-female aggression. It would seem that, girls and boys
agree that females sould not be aggressive but that each sex
identifies with its own sex when differentiating with respect
to victims of aggression.

The victim ratings of the sex indices do not show the same
degree of pan-cultural agreement as the aggressors ratings, even
when the data is divided by sex. The means of the victims rat-
ings for boys and girls appear in Table XIV and the rank order
of these means in Table XII.

These rank orders show large sex differences in judgements,
particularly in judgements of the wrongness of victims of cross-
sex aggression. Boys most frequently rank the female victims of
male aggression as most wrong, (Greece, India, Japan, and U.S.
Whites) and rank the male victims of female aggression as least
wrong (Greece, India, Japan, U.S. Black and White samples).
Girls tend to reverse these judgements. They most frequently
rank the male victims of female aggression as most wrong (Greece,
Italy, Denmark, U.S. Blacks) and the female victims of male
aggression as the least wrong (Italy, Japan, Denmark, U.S, Whites
and Black samples). Clearly each sex tends to side with the
rightousness of its own sex when evaluating the guilt of the vic-
tims of aggression by members of the opposite sex.

The rank ordering of the within sex aggression indices tends
to be approximately the same for both sexes. Mks is, however,
largely a statistical artifact. Since the judgements of the cross-
sex indices tend to fall in ranks one and four, the judgements of
the within sex indices must fall in ranks two and three. A better
evaluation of sex differences on these indices appears in Table
XV.

The direction of the sex differences listed in Table XV
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shows that girls in all countries except India and Greece judge male
attackers to be more wrong than female attackers. (Girls judgements
of male aggressors are also more severe in Greece but the differ-
ences are not significant. See Table XIV). On the other hand, in
Italy, Denmark and the United States, boys judge female-to-male
aggression to be more wrong than do girls. Danish and U.S. White
girls judge females-attacking-females to be more wrong than do
boys.

The victim ratings do not show the sax differences in judge-
ments of the victims of cross -sett aggression as clearly as the rank
order differences. Boys judge female victims of male aggression to
be significantly more wrong than do girls in Japan, and the United
States. The means listed in Table XIV indicate that non-signifi-
cant differences in the same direction exists between boys and
girls in Greece, Italy, and Danmark.

Conversely, Table XV, girls judge males being attacked by
females to be significantly more wrong than do boys in Greece,
India and the U.S. Black sample. Table XIV shows that non-signi-
ficant differences in this direction appear in Japan, Denmark and
the U.S. White samples.

Japanese boys judge the victims of male-to-male aggression to
be significantly more wrong than do girls while non-significant
differences in the same direction appear in Greece, Italy, and the
U.S. White samples. The single significant reversal of this trend
is seen in India, where girls make more severe judgements on this
index than do boys. (See Table XIV and XV).

Finally, boys judge the victims of female-to-female aggres-
sion to be significantly more wrong than do girls in Japan and
the U.S. White sample. Non-significant trends in this direction
appear in Greece, Italy, Denmark and the U.S. Black sample.

C. S2S

Table XVI shows the means on the sex indices for children
of low and high SES. The only significant SES differences on the
aggressor ratings appear in Greece and Italy. High SES children
in these countries judge aggressors in both within sex indices
(MAM and FAM) to be more wrong than do lower class children. In

Italy the high SES children also judge males attacking females to
be significantly more wrong than do low SES children.

Inspection of the means in Table XVI shows that middle class
children are more severe in their judgements of FAF aggression
in all except the Japanese and U.S. Black samples. Middle class
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children are also more severe in their judgements of FAM aggression
in all save the Japanese samples. There is scme pan-cultural tend-
ency for middle class children to be more severe in their condemna-
tion of aggression by females. The SSS differences for judgements
of male aggressors are not consistent in direction.

No significant SJS differences a9pear in any society for any
of the victim ratings. The means of the victim ratings in Table
XVI show that the direction of the differences between the means
of low vs. high SES children i3 not consistent.

Effect of Status, Role and Sex

A. Age

The status and role indices showed that the judgements of
aggressors wrongness tend to converge with age, while the judge-
ments of the wrongness of victims diverge. These dual effects
were particularly prominent for the indices representing parents
scolding children and children scolding teachers and policemen.
The ratings of individual pictures confirm these results for all
pictures of these indices. The Japanese sample remains the excep-
tion to the convergence-divergence effect for the indices depict-
ing children scolding adults.

There is a general tendency for the wrongness ratings to
decrease as children grow older, for the parent-scolding-children
and children-scolding-children indices. The increase, with age,
in judgements of the wrongness of adult victims holds fairly con-
sistently when the adult victims are parents, b-' is less consis-
tent for teachers and policemen.

B. Sex

The finding of the sex-role indices that girls judge child
aggressors to be more wrong than boys (Table IX).varies by the
sex of the aggressor, when the individual pictures are considered.
Girls consistently judge boy aggressors to be worse than girl
aggressors, however, when the aggressors are girls the sex differ-
ences are often reversed. In all countries boys judge girls
hitting or scolding boys more severely than do girls. Similarly,
boys are more likely to judge child victims to be more wrong than
girls, when these victims are girls, but not necessarily when they
are boys. Thus, the sex differences on the individual pictures
reflect both the results of status and sex.
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C. SES

The social class differences for indices are frequently
minor and inconsistent from country to country. They are, there-
fore, not discussed for the individual pictures.

Sucmary

The hypothesis that the rank order of aggressors ratings,
from most to least wrong will be, 1. children attack adults,
2. children attack children and 3. adults attack children is
supported for all countries. The converse hypothesis that the
rank order of the wrongness of victims ratings from most to
least wrong will be, 1. children being attacked by adults, 2.
children being attacked by children and 3. adults being attacked
by children receives complete support in Greece, India, Japan and
the U.S. White sample. In Denmark and the U.S. Black samples chil-
dren being attacked by adults are judged to be significantly more
wrong than adults being attacked by children; only in Italy is
this prediction reversed.

Examination of the national means indicate that the Italian,
Danish and Black samples rate adult victims of child aggression
to be unusually wrong, apparently because they regard it as yrong
for an adult to place himself in such a vunerable position.

The statistical significance of the status hypotheses was
not checked for the role indices. Visual inspection of Figure
10 shows that child aggressors are always judged to be more wrong
than adult aggressors, irrespective of the role of the adult. The
role indices which include only those pictures depicting scolding,
show the same general results as victims ratings for the combined
status indices. These data also show that aggressors in adult-to-
child aggression are judged to be less wrong than their victims,
while aggressors in child-to-adult aggression are judged to be
more wrong than their victims, irrespective of the role of the
adult.

A comparison of the pictures of parents hitting vs. scolding
children reveals one of the most interesting findings of the
entire study. We had hypothesized that parents hitting children
would be judged to be more wrong than parents scolding children,
and that the child victims of physical punishment would be judged
to be more guilty elan children merely being scolded. The first
hypothesis was confirmed, but the second was not. Children tend
to judge the child victims of parental aggression to be about
equally wrong whether they are being hit or scolded, but they
regard physical punishment as definitely less just than verbal
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repremands. This effect is one of the strongest in the data, over-
riding age, sex, SiS and society. This discovery throws consider-
Able light on the reason for the relative ineffectiveness of physi-
cal punishment in disciplining children.

The hypothesis for the rank order of the aggressor ratings of
the sex indices was that they would be, from most to least wrong,
1. females attacking females, 2. females attacking males, 3. males
attacking females and 4. males attacking males. In fact no society
ranks all four indices as predicted. The two indices depicting fe-
male aggressors are always judged to be more wrong than the indices
with male aggressors, (except in India where the MAF and MAM in-
dices have e'ual ranks). However, without exception, female-to-
male aggression is judged to be more wrong than female-to-female
aggression. Societies varyin their rankings of the two male
aggressor indices, but the most usual ranking places male-to-male
aggression third and male-to-female aggression as least wrong.

The hypothesis that the wrongness of the victims ratings for
the sex indices will be the converse of the ranking for the aggres-
sors ratings was not confirmed. No consistent pan-cultural ranking
of the victims ratings for these indices appears. Closer inspec-
tion of the data reveals that boys and girls rank these indices
aifferently, thus masking the true effects when combined data are
used.

A. Age

As children grow older they tend to reach greater pan-cultural
agreement on the wrongness of aggressors but diverge in their judge-
ments concerning the victims of aggression across status. These
convergence, divergence effects apply both to child-to-adult and
adult-to-child aggression. Fol. adult-to-child aggression the ef-
fect is more evident in the pictures involving parents as aggres-
sors, while in child-to-adult aggression the effect is strongest
for pictures involving teachers or policemen as victims.

In general wrongness ratings for both aggressors and victims
are most stable across age for the adult-to-child indices, indicat-
ing that children form stable judgements concerning adult aggres-
sion before they learn to form stable judgements about child aggres-
sion.

Fewer age trends appear in the ratings of sex indices than
in the ratings of status indices. Fourth grade children, inall
societies make more severe judgements concerning the wrongness of
aggressors than do children of the sixth and eighth grades. For
the victims ratings of the sex indices, age effects are rare and
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inconsistent across societies.

B. Sex

Girls tend to judge child r6gressors more severely than do
boys, particularly when the ggressors are boys. Boys, on the
other hand, judge child victims to be more wrong than do girls,
again, particularly when the victims are girls. These effects
are relatively unaffected by the role of the adult.

For the sex indices the aggressors judgements of boys show
considerably core pan-cultural agreement than do the comparable
judgements of girls. Without exception boys judge female-to-male
aggression to be most wrong, with female-to-female aggression in
second place. Male-to-male aggression is ranked third by boys,
and male-to-female aggression is judged to be the least wrong,
except for the Danish boys who reverse the order of these two in-
dices.

The greatest pan-cultural agreement among girls concerns the
wrongness of female-to-female aggression, which is ranked either
first or second by girls of all samples. Girls generally agree
with boys that aggression by females is worse than aggression by
males, (except for Danish and U.S. Black girls) but they do not
necessarily agree that aggression by males directed to females
is less wrong than male-to-male aggression. Rankings of these
indices varies from country to country. Girls and boys tend to
give opposite responses to ratings of the wrongness of victims
for the sex indices. Boys rank female victims of male aggression
as most wrong while girls rank them as least wrong, conversely
boys rank male victims of female aggression ac least wron6, while
girls rank them as most wrong. Clearly each sex sides with itself
when evaluating the wrongness of the victims of cross -sex aggres-
sion.

C. SES

The only social class differences, consistent across countries,
are that middle class children judge adult aggressors to be more
wrong than do lower class children in the three European samples
and the U.S. White sample. This effect appears to be primarily a
function of the pictures depicting parents hitting children. Physi-
cal aggression by parents is more strongly condemned by middle class
than by lower class children of European ancestry.

Middle class children are also more condemning of female-to-
female aggression, except for the Japanese and U.S. Black samples.
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There is some tendency for middle class children to be generally
more severe in their judgements of aggression by females, but no
consistent pan-cultural trends appear in the judgements of mascu-
line aggression.
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Table I

Significance of Hypothesized Mean Differences
BetTreen Status Indices for Total National Samples

Aggressor Ratings

df

AAC < CAA

d t

AAC < CAC

d t

CAA > CAC

d t

Greece 627 -3.11 34.53 -1.88 29.32 1.24 21.11

India 699 2.51 35.73 -1.48 29.14 1.03 21.96

Italy 695 -3.98 69.28 -2.61 53.36 1.36 32.76

Japan 630 4.80 27.35 -1.42 38.56 .38 7.90

Denmark 809 -2;39 33.80 -1.08 23.29 1.31 26.75

U.S. White 810 -2.87 41.26 -1.84 34.32 1.02 23.74

U.S. Black 653 -2.81 35.64 -1.73 25.48 1.08 22.05

Victim Ratings

AAC CAA AAC > CAC CAA < CAC

df d t d t d t

Greece 627 2.43 27.80 1.52 25.32 - .90 15.25

India 699 1.87 25.61 .99 20.56 - .88 17.29

Italy 695 - .71 6.45 - .08 1.17ns .79 12.62

Japan 630 1.09 20.73 .89 25.82 - .21 5.10

Denmark 809 - .79 9.33 .30 5.63 1.09 19.38

U.S. White 810 .83 10.42 1.14 21.87 .31 5.77

U.S. Black 653 .03
.34ns

.87 13.40 .83 12.70

p <.01 for all t values er.ce)t two entries marked n.s.
AAC = adults attack children
CAA = children attack adults
CAC = children attack children
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Rank

Table II

Order of Status Indices

Aggressor Ratings

AAC

Total

CAC CAA AAC

Girls

CAC CAA AAG

Boys

CAC CAA

Greece 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1

India 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1

Italy 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1

Japan 3 2 1 3 2 I 3 2 1

Denmark 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1

U.S. White 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1

U.S. Black 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1

Victim Ratings

Total Girls Boys

AAC CAC CAA AAC CAC CAA AAC CAC CAA

Greece 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

India 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2.5 2.5

Italy 2.5 2.5 1 3 2 1 2 3 1

Japan 1 2 3 1. 2 3 1 2 3

Denmark 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1

U.S. White 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 3 2

U.S. Black 1.5 3 1.5 1 2 3 1.5 3 1.5
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Table III

National Means of Status Indices for
Fourth, Sixth and Zighth Grade Children

Aggressor Ratings

Grade

Adult Attacks Child Child Attacks Adult

4 6 8 4 6 8

Child Attacks Child

4 6 8

Greece 2.49 2.27 2.43 5.45 5.61 5.44 4.29 4.33 4019

India 3.10 2.35 2.27 5.09 5.10 5.23 4.22 4.00 3.99

Italy 2.10 2.04 2.39 6.32 6.17 5.93 5.07 4.79 4.48

Japan 2.11 2.50 2.59 4.50 4.47 3.59 3.95 3.98 3.52

Denmark 2.93 3.08 3.09 5.44 5.41 5.38 4.39 4.01 3.91

U.S. White 2.78 2.78 2.76 5.73 5.88 5.49 4.93 4.81 4.27

U.E. Black 3.46 3.05 2.64 5.99 6.14 5.59 5.25 4.83 4.35

Victim Ratings

Adult Attacks Child Child Attacks Adult Child Attacks Child

grade 4 6 8 4 6 8 4 6 8

Greece 4.75 4.98 4.73 2.32 2.32 2.58 3.12 3.32 3.46

India 4.79 5.02 4.80 3.13 2.88 2.92 3.92 3.99 3.71

Italy 4.11 3.78 2.74 3.21 4.13 5.47 3.17 3.52 3.86

Japan 4.36 4.34 4.00 2.76 3.17 3.53 3.13 3.43 3,50

Denmark 4.30 3.75 3.34 3.93 4.91 5.02 3.38 3.61 3.56

U.S. White 4.36 4.41 3.95 2.89 3.54 3.69 2.88 3.20 3.13

U.S. Black 3.90 4.05 3.74 3.17 3.93 4.45 2.70 3.23 3.16
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Table IV

National Means of Status
Indices for Girls and Boys

Aggressor Ratings

Adult Attacks Child Child Attacks Adult Child Attacks Child

Sex Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys

Greece 2.46 2.33 5.41 5.59 4.22 4.32

India 2.61 2.54 5.05 5.23 3.95 4.19

Italy 2.17 2.19 6.33 5.95 4.97 4.58

Japan 2.40 2.40 4.28 4.09 3.89 3.74

Denmark 3.05 3.02 5.60 5.22 4.28 3.92

U.S. White 2.68 2.87 6.03 5.37 4.96 4.38

U.S. Black 3.04 3.06 5.99 5.82 4.45 4.67

Victim Ratings

Adult Attacks Child Child Attacks Adult Child Attacks Child

Sex Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys

Greece 4.68 4.96 2.49 2.33 3.32 3.29

India 4.86- 4.89 3.24 2.71 3.98 3.77

Italy 3.26 3.82 4.47 4.27 3.50 3.54

Japan 4.09 4.38 3.03 3.27 3.22 3.49

Denmark 3.78 3.81 4.53 4.71 3.46 3.57

U.S, White 4.19 4.29 3.31 3.44 2.92 3.22

U.S. Black 3.90 3.89 3.85 3.85 3.04 3.03
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Table V

Significant Se:: Differences
in Ratings of the Status Indices

Greece India Italy Japan Denmark U.S. White U.S. Black

Aggressor
Ratings

AAC B

CAA -

CAC

Victim
Ratings

AAC 13 B 13

CAA G - - - - -

C'.0 - - B B

G = mean for girls significantly higher than mean for boys.
B = mean for boys significantly higher than mean for girls.
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Table VI

National Means of Status Indices
for Low and High SES Children

Aggressor Ratings

Adult Attacks Child Child Attacks Adult Child Attacks Child

SES Low High Low High Low High

Greece 2.21 2.58 5.46 5.53 4.03 4.51

India 2.74 2.41 4.83 5.44 3.99 4.15

Italy 2.06 2.29 6.06 6.22 4.67 4.89

Japan 2.43 2.37 4.35 4.02 3.9'i 3.71

Denmark 2.95 3.12 5.46 5.36 4.01 4.20

U.S. White 2.58 2.97 5.80 5.60 4.67 4.67

U.S. Black 3.15 2.95 5.3S 5.93 4.77 4.85

Victim Ratings

Adult Attacks Child Child Attacks Adult Child Attacks Child

SASS Lou High Lou High Low High

Greece 4.87 4.77 2.25 2.56 3.28 3.33

India 4.81 4.93 3.14 2.81 3.89 3.86

Italy 3.59 3.50 4.26 4.48 3.44 3.60

Japan 4.21 4.26 3.03 3.27 3.28 3.42

Danmark 3.90 3.69 4.54 4.70 3.55 3.48

U.S. 'Atte 4.21', 4.20 3.32 3.43 3.03 3.11

U.S. Black 3.79 401 3.88 3.82 2.97 3.09
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Aggressor Ratings

Parent Hits Child

Child Hits Child

Parent Scolds Child

Child Scolds Child

Child Scolds Parent

Teacher Scolds Child

Child Scolds Teacher

Police Scolds Child

Child Scolds Police

Victim Retinas

Parent Hits Child

Child. Hits Child

Parent Scolds Child

Child Scolds Child

Child Scolds Parent

Teacher Scolds Child

Child Scolds Teacher

Police Scolds Child

Child Scolds Police

S-32

Table IX

Significant 3ex Differences in.
Ratings of the Role Indice3

Greece India Italy Japan Denmark U.S. White U.S. Black
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G = mean for girls significantly higher than mean for boys.
B = mean for boys significantly higher than mean for girls.
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Table XIV

National Means of Sep Indices
for Girls and Boys

Aggressor Ratings

Sex

Hale
Attacks Male

Girls Boys

Male
Attacks Female

Girls Boys

Female
Attacks Male

Girls Boyr

Female

Attacks Female

Girls Days

Greece 3.78 3.73 3.77 3.44 3.89 4.33 3.89 :1.90

India 3.65 3.80 3.58 3.50 3.82 4.07 3.65 3.81

Italy 4.17 3.87 4.04 3.45 4.40 4.65 4.19 4.05

Japan 3.25 3.07 3.33 2.93 3.69 3.90 3.54 3.56

Denmark 4.11 3.67 4.28 3.75 4.01 4.3b 4.25 3.97

U.S. White 4.22 3.91 4.36 3.47 4.35 4.84 4.47 4.11

U.S. Black 4.40 4.23 4.75 4.05 4.30 4.83 4.47 4.34

Victim Ratings

Male
Attacks Male

Male
Attacks Female

Female
Attacks Male

Female
Attacks Female

Se:: Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys

Greece 3.65 3.79 3.65 4.04 3.70 3.33 3.65 3.77

India 4.18 3.94 4.21 4.20 4.07 3.70 4.20 4.08

Italy 3.69 3.84 3.41 3.70 3.83 3.89 3.70 3.92

Japan 3.67 3.86 3.45 4.04 3.49 3.45 3.49 3.88

Denmark 3.96 3.9i 3.60 3.87 4.06 4.01 3.80 4.00

U.S. White 3.64 3.68 3.39 4.18 3.64 3.23 3.48 3.78

U.S. Black 3.71 3.67 3.32 3.66 3.81 3.42 3.59 3.64
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Table XV

Significant Sep Differences
is4.11iitifiga of thhSC Iaftes

U.S. U.S.

Crocco India Italy Japan Denmark Uhite Black

Aggressor RatinTls

Hales Attack Hales - - G C C C C

Hales Attack Females - - C C C C C

Females Attack Hales - D - B B B

Females Attack Females - - C C -

Victim Ratings

Hales Attack Hales - C - B -

Hales Attack Females - - - A - B B

Females Attack Hales C C - - - - C

Females Attack Females - - - B - B -

C = mecn for girls significantly higher than mean for boys.
B = mean for boys significantly higher than man for girls.
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Table XVI

N!qonal Means of Sex Indices for
Lou and High SES Children

Aggressor Ratings

SES

Male
Attacks Hata

Lou High

Male
Attacks Female

Lou High

Female
Attacks Male

Low High

Female
Attacks Female

Low High

Greece 3.60 3.91 3.32 3.89 4.00 4.22 3.71 4.08

India 3.72 3.73 3.55 3.53 3.85 4.04 3.66 3.79

Italy 3.90 4.14 3.63 3.85 4.43 4.62 4.02 4.22

Japan 3.26 3.06 3.21 3.05 3.85 3.74 3.63 3.47

Denmark 3.83 3.96 3.95 4.07 4.16 4.22 4.05 4.16

U.S. White 4.03 4.10 3.86 3.98 4.52 4.67 4.20 4.38

U.S. Black 4.33 4.30 4.49 4.30 4.52 4.61 4.42 4.39

Victim Ratings

Mrte
Attacks Male

Male
Attacks Female

Female
Attacks Male

Female
Attacks Female

SES Lou High Low High Low High Lou High

f;rcece 3.69 3.75 3.94 3.75 3.45 3.58 3.62 3.79

India 4.05 4.07 4.20 4.22 3.99 3.77 4.14 4.14

Italy 3.73 3.80 3.46 3.65 3.87 3.85 3.17 3.85

Japan 3.72 3.80 3.69 3.80 3.39 3.55 3.60 3.77

Denmark 3.97 3.96 3.78 3.69 4.08 3.99 3.96 3.84

U.S. White 3.65 3.67 0.79 3.78 3.43 3.44 3.65 3.61

U.S. Black 3.71 3.67 3.37 3.60 3.55 3.67 3.52 3.72
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Introduction

Measures of children's behavior in the school were obtained
through a sociometric technique, the Peer Nomination Inventory, which
contained items describing compliant and noncompliant behavior toward
peers and the teacher. The frequencies of Ss nominated their class-
room peers for each type of behavior were summarized in two total scores
for compliant and noncompliant behavior, subsequently broken down into
four set scores for compliant and noncompliant behavior toward peers
and the teacher respectively.

Positive Rating!

Total Positive Index

Social class is the only sampling variable which distinguished
between groups of subjects on the total positive index. The higher SES
children are significantly more compliant than are the lower SES chil-
dren. (Table I, Figs. 1 and 2).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Positive Indices

A. Age Differences

No significant age differences appear in the data. However, the
sixth graders seem to be the most compliant and cooperative age group.
(Table I).

B. Sex Differences

There was no significant differences by sex on the total scores
of positive behavior or the PPP index. However, girls received higher
scores than did the boys on positive behavior towards the teacher. This
significant sex difference was most marked at grade four and least ap-
parent at grade six (Table I).

C. SES Differences

The scores for compliant behavior, in total as well as toward
peers and the teacher, differed significantly by social status. The
higher SES group received significantly higher scores than the lower
SES group (see Table 1-68). The SES difference was especially marked
at grade eight. The sixth graders seemed to be the most compliant and
cc,*perative age group; this trait was apparent for both social status
groups and on both positive sets of items (Table I, Figs. 1 and 2).
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D. Correlations Among Total Positive, Peer to Peer Positive, and
Peer to Teacher Positive Ratings

Correlations between the positive peer-to-peer and peer -to-
teacher scores were all positive and high for all sampling groups
(Table II). However, a noticeable decline appeared for grade 8,
especially for boys from both SES groups. This drop seems to indi-
cate that among the oldest children positive attitudes and behavior
towards the peers may not necessarily coexist with compliant behavior
toward the teacher. it may also be that, at least for the older boys,
compliant behavior toward authority contributes to creating a negative
reputation among classmates as far as certain types of contacts with
peers are concerned.

Negative Ratings

Total Negative Index

Whereas the total compliant scores varied by social class, the
total negative scores showed significant differences by sex. Non-
compliant behavior is more frequent among boys than among girls. (Table
I, Fig. 2).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Negative Indices

A. Age Differences

No significant age differences appear for the negative indices.

E. Sex Differences

The scores of negative behavior, taken as a total as well as by
set (i.e., toward peers and toward the teacher), showed significant
differences by sex (Table I). Noncompliant behavior appeared to be
more frequent among boys than among girls. On peer-to-peer negative
behavior the difference by sex was especially marked at grade eight,
where the boys' score was nearly twice the corresponding score for the
girls. For the negative peer-to-teacher items the difference between
girls and boys was at its highest at grade four. When the two negative
sets are regarded together, fourth grade boys appear to be the most
uncooperative.

C. SES Differences

A social status difference by grade was also noticeable for both
negative set scores and for the total negative score. The frequency of
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noncompliant behavior appeared to increase with age among children from
the high status group, whereas the opposite was the case for the low
status group, leading to SES by grade interaction for all negative
indices. This pattern was most marked on the scores for peer-to-teacher
negative behavior.

Although the sex differences were larger and more consistent on
the scores for negative behavior, a comparison of the scores received
by the two sex groups for both compliant and noncompliant behavior shows
that girls, in contrast to boys, obtained many more positive than nega-
tive nominations. This is the case for both peer-to-peer and peer-to -
teacher behavior.

D. Correlations Among Total Negative, Peer to Peer Negative and Peer
to Teaches Negative Ratings

The correlations between negative peer-to-peer and peer-to-
teacher scores were consistently high, indicating that noncompliant and
uncooperative behavior is more likely to be generalized from peers to
teachers and vice versa, than is compliant behavior. (Table III).

Summary

A. Correlations Between the Positive and Negative Ratings

Correlations between positive and negative score., were all nega-
tive, a not unexpected finding, but they show some variations worthy to
comment on (Table IV). First, correlations between peer-to-teacher posi-
tive and negative nominations were generally higher than correlations
between the corresponding peer-to-peer nominations. It seems as if
personal sympathies and dislikes among classroom peers account for the
greater variability of peer-to-peer nominations. For instance, it is
remarkable that for low status girls at grades six and eight there is
no relationship at all between nominctions for negative and positive
peer-to-peer behavior. A possible explanation of this t-:ait may be
that, in Denmark, eighth grade classes are often composed of newcoming
pupils, since the transition from elementary to high school takes place
after grade 7. The emotional ties and other relationships between
children just in eighth grade may, therefore, be loose and antagonistic.
It seems reasonable to assume that a lack of group cohesion in the newly'
formed eighth grade classroom groups may be responsible, at least to a
certain extent, for the apparent inconsistency of these peer-to-peer
nominations.

The magnitude of correlations between positive and negative
nominations with respect to peer-to-teacher behavior varied somewhat
by grade and social status. With age, the direction of high status
children's behavior toward the teacher - as it is expressed by the
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nominations received - becomes more consistent. This tendency may
mean that these children as they grow older perceive their role in
relation to the teacher as more stable and with less ambiguity than
the younger children do. A similar, but not so marked tendency is
also found for the lower status children.

B. Summary and Discussion of the Total PNI

From the questionnaire data it was found that the teacher as
an authority figure is losing prestige as the children grow older,
e.g., they perceive him as less powerful. As this is especially the
case for the high status children it seems reasonable to conclude
that when the children get a more realistic perception of their
teacher they are also able to behave toward him or her with appre-
ciable consistency.

The total amounts of positive and negative nominationt. received
by children across all grades were almost equal (Table I). At grade
four there was a small difference, in disfavour of the positive nomina-
tions.

Except for the oldest group compliant and cooperative behavior
appeared to be displayed in greater amounts toward the teacher than
toward peers. At all grade levels, but especially at grade eight the
amount of noncompliant behavior directed against the teacher exceeded
that against peers.

The two positive sets of items in all, namely Peer-to-Peer
positive (PP+), and Peer-to-Teacher positive (PT+) show significant
differences only as far as social class is concerned. For the two
other main variables, sex and grade, no significant differences have
been observed; that is also the case for combined relationships be-
tween the three main dimensions.

Table I shows that the higher social group (SES 2) has re-
ceived significantly higher scores than what is the case for the lower
group. It is evident that this over-all difference holds as well for
the PP+ scoring as for the set of PT+. For both sets of scores the
difference is especially marked for grade 8.

It appears from Table I that the girls in the sample have
received higher scores concerning positive attitudes towards the
teacher than have boys. This trait occurs at all three grade levels.

As mentioned above, there is no significant difference among
the grades regarding positive attitudes. However, a tendency to a
curvilinear grade effect ought to be noticed: the scores for grade 6
are a great deal higher than the scores for grade 4 and grade 8.
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For the two negative sets of items in all, namely Peer-to-Peer
negative (PP+) and Peer-to-Teacher negative (PT-), a significant dif-
ference appears for the dimension sex only. No over-all differences
concerning social group and grade, nor combined relationships between
the three main-dimensions have been observed.

Table I shows the clear tendency, that the boys receive signifi-
cantly higher scores than the girls do. This is the case as well for
the PP+ scoring as for the set of PT+. As far as PP+ is concerned, the
difference between the sexes is especially marked at grade S - level,
when ,z the boys' score is nearly twice the corresponding score for the
girls; also at grade 4 - level the difference is marked.

For the PT+ set the difference between the received nominations
for the girls and the boys, respectively, is at its highest for grade
4. Here, again, the mean for the boys is nearly twice as much as the
mean for the girls. For the two negative sets regarded together, the
higher score for the boys is most marked at grade 4 - level.

Even if there is no conclusive total difference concerning the
nominations for the two social groups, a certain tendency for the
PP+ set ought to be noticed: the scores for SES 1 are, at grade 4 -
level, a good deal higher than the scores for SES 2. For the oldest
students there is a tendency in the opposite direction.

There is a strong tendency to a difference by grade, as the
oldest students, within their classrocms, have received much more
negative nominations than the younger students have, within their
classrooms. This is foremost the case for the boys.

Together with the tendency to a difference by SES for the PP+
set, described above, the last mentioned tendency gives a significant
difference for the combination SES by grade, as far as PP+ is con-
cerned.

Some interesting patterns appear when we compare the nomina-
tions within the negative and ;:he positive sets, respectively. The
girls receive, in contrast to the boys, significantly more positive
than negative nominations. As Table V shows, this is the case for
both the PP items and for the PT items, as well as for the items
totally regarded. The table alto illustrates the earlier mentioned
significant differences by sex, for the sets PP+, PT+, and PT+, as
well as for the total set of negative nominations.

This pattern may mean that the girls really are more friendly
and sociable than the boys, and that the nominations therefore are
in agreement with the facts. However, it may also be that the nomi-
nations given mean that it is regarded as more approptiate to express
that the girls are friendly and sociable, than what is the case for
the boys. It might simply be that within the children's world it is
inappropriate to show that the boys possess such fine features as
sociability and good relationship with the teacher, an authority.
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Relationship Between PAR and PNI: Wronaness
Judgements and Classroom Behavior-------

The PAR-PNI correlations expressed the relationship between chi-
ldren's attitude toward aggressive interpersonal exchanges and their ex-
pressions of compliant or non-compliant behavior, as measured by the
responses to the Picture Aggression Rating instrument and the designa-
tions or estimations by peers of aggressive and/or compliant classroom
behavior toward peers and teachers.

The analysis covered status, set, and sex PAR indices.

A. Status

Aggressor Ratings: An examination of the product-moment correlations be-
tween aggressor wrongness on status and PNI indices, displayed that 16 of
the 72 correlations were significant at the .05 level. (Table V). The

direction of the correlations was generally as expected, children desig-
nated as having a positive relation either to peers or to teacher tended
to rate child aggressors as wrong, especially child aggressors of adult
victims; children designated as having a negative relation to either
peers or teacher, tended to rate adult aggression as wrong, but condoned
aggressive behavior by other children.

For girls, four of the eight significant relationships appeared
on the Child Attacking Child indices, and two on each of the two other
ifidices, Adult Attacking Child, and Child Attacking Adult. There were
some age trends shown in the magnitude of the correlations, five of the
significant correlations for the girls occurred in grade 6, three in
grade 4, suggesting that the attitude-behavior relations were weakest
for the oldest age group and strongest around the age of 12 years.

For boys, half of the significant correlations occurred in the
adult-aggressor index, suggesting that attitude-behavior relationships
were strongest, when the adult was the aggressor.

In addition, significant relations emerged most frequently at
the grade 6 level as in the case with the girls, suggesting that the
attitude-behavior relations for all the children were 2trongest around
the age of 12, and stronger in the cases of an aggressive act; where
there was a difference in the status of the participating persons.

Victim Ratings: Only one of the 72 product-moment correlations between
PNI scores and victim wrongness reached significance, less than would
be expected by chance. The significant correlation ccsurrsd with grade
6, girls for whom the PP}- index correlates significantly with the PAR,
AAC index.
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B. Set

Aggressor Ratings: Of the 216 product:- moment correlations between PAR

set and PNI indices, 34 were statistically significant. Th,s was a pro
portionally smaller number of significant correlations than had been
the case in the PAR-status-PNI analysis, suggesting that the indices of
total adult authority were stronger than the indices of specific author-
ity roles. (Table VI).

Significant correlations were seen more for girls than for boys,
but for girls, the compliant group had as many significant correlations
as the non-compliant group. For boys, the non-compliant group had more
significant correlations than the compliant group.

For girls, the significant correlations were nearly three times
more frequent when the child was the aggressor, than when the adult was
the aggressor.

Victim Ratings: Only eight significant correlations emerged from this
analysis; less than would be expected by chance. Seven of the signifi-
cant correlationsoccurred for girls, primarily for non-compliant indices.
Four of the correlations occurred for that 6th grade, two for the 4th grade,
and one for the 8th grade samples. From the analysis of the aggressor
ratings, it was expected, that significant correlations would appear on
the indices, where an adult was the victim, but none were found. For
boys, the only significant correlation appeared in Che 8th grade, for the
CSC index, and the PP+ index.

C. Sex

pressor Ratings: In this analysis, 23 of the 96 correlations were
significant, 16 of the 23 for the non-compliant indices. (Table VII).

A difference between the sexes appeared in this analysis. Four-
teen of the 23 significant correlations appeared for girls, primarily
the non-compliant group. There were five significant correlations on
the Male Attacking Male index: for the girls, vs. two for the boys; for
the female aggressor indices, four significant correlations were found
for each of the indices. for the girls, vs. three for the boys. For the
Male Attacking Female index, two significant correlations were found,
one for each sex, in the non-compliant indices for the 6th grade.

A striking age trend appeared for the girls; of the 14 signifi-
cant correlations, 11 occurred in the 6th grade, of which seven were for
the non-compliant indices. For the girls, all four significant correla-
tions with the compliant indices occurred in grade 6. These girls exhi-
bited a rejection of male-to-male, female-to-female and female-to-male
aggression. There was, however, a trend among the girls in the other
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two grades to accept aggression between two members of the same sex, and
also between the two sexes, when the male was the aggressor, but not when
the female was the aggressor.

For the boys three of the significant correlations were found for
the compliant indices, all in the 4th grade; two for the Male Attacking
Male index and one for the Female Attacking Male index. The compliant
boys condemn the aggression shown between these figures. For the non-
compliant indices six significant correlations were found. Non-compliant
boys rejected male to female aggression, but accepted the other forms of
aggression presented in the study. Four of the six significant correla-
tions occurreein.grede and one in each of the other two grades,

Victim Retina: Only three significant correlations occurred, less
than would be expected by chance. Two of the three correlations were
found for non-compliant indices and 6th grade girls. (Table VII).

Sumn_alar

The relationship between ratings of aggression and overt be-
havior was measured, and some of the results were, that children desig-
nated by their peers to have a posititive relation either to peers or
to teachers, tended to rate child aggressors as wrong, especially when
aggressing adults; and children, designated as negative towards peers
or teachers tended to rate adult aggression as wrong, and condoned ag-
gressive behavior by other children. In this analysis, the attitude-
behavior relation was strongest around the age of 12, and was stronger
for the index of total adult authority than for the others.
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TABLE II

DENMARK

Correlation Coefficients Among.Rstings of Positive Bahavior

by Grade, Social Statds and Sex

Sex
SES.

Total Positive

Girls Boys
High Low High Low

Peer To Teacher Positive

Girls Boys
High Low High Low

Peer to Peer
Positive 4 .97 .95 .92 .88 .89 .87 .79 .70

6 .85 .90 .84 .90 .60 .72 .62 .73

w 8 .78 .82 .79 .80 .53 .51 .46 .37

Peer to Teacher
0
w

Positive 4 .98 .98 .97 .95

6 .93 .95 .94 .96

8 .95 .92 .91 .86

TABLE III

DENMARK

Correlation Coefficients Among Ratings of Negative Behavior

by Grade, Social Status and Sex

Sex
SES

Total Negative

Girls Boys
High Low High Low

Peer To Teacher Negative

Girls Boys
High Low High Low

Peer to Peer
Negative

Peer to Teacher
Negative

w
-0
0
wo

4

6

8

4

6

8

.86 .88

.84 .89

.83 .85

.93 .95

.97 .96

.97 .95

.92 .95

.92 .92

.90 .93

.96 .97

.96 .96

.95 .97

.62 .69

.70 .72

.66 .65

.78 .83

.79 .79

.72 .82

p ( .01 for all correlations.
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TABLE V

DENMARK

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Status indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Girls Boys

AaC CaA CaA AaC CaA CaC

PNI

4 -.17* .14 .09 -.06 .15 .15
6 .11 .10 .08 -.03 -.12 .02

8 -.01 .00 -.01 -.02 .01 -.02

PT+ 4 -.18* .14 .04 .08 .13 .16*
0 6 .01 .25* .17* -.18* .02 .13v

8 13-.13 13.13 -. 05 -.18* .13 .05

PP- 4 -.14 -.09 -.17* -.08 -.11 -.16*
6 -.08 -.08 -.19* .20* -.09 -.04
8 .03 -.14 .01 .09 -.14 -.04

PT- 4 .04 -.06 .01 -.11 -.11 -.09
6 .13 -.27* -.18* .28* -.23* -.09
8 .10 -.16 .11 .13 -.22* -.13

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls &Syr:

AaC CaA CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNI

Plif 4 .08 -.02 .02 .02 -.01 -.04
6 .18* -.05 .05 -.08 .03 -.01
8 -.01 -.01 -.08 .01 -.08 -.08

PT+ 4 .01 -.03 -.01 -.01 .01 .01

.00 6 .12 -.05 .07 .08 .01 -.07i 8 .09 -.04 -.06 -.04 .01 -.02

PP- 4 .16 -.01 .03 .00 .04 -.11

6 .09 .07 .08 .08 .05 .00
8 .09 .09 .20 .11 -.07 .02

PT- 4 .14 .00 -.01 .09 .05 -.05
6 .02 .13 .11 -.02 .03 -.04
8 .03 .02 .07 .14 -.10 -.01

*
p < 05



TABLE VI

DENMARK

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

PNI

PPS 4
6

8

PT+ 4
4,) 6

E 8
E

PP- 4
6

8

PT- 4
6

8

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC ChC CsC

..ie
CsP CsPo CsT

-.18* -.13 -.24* -.04 .08 .08 .07 .14 .18*
.01 .10 .10 .10 .04 .09 .11 .06 .09

-.00 .04 -.07 .01 .09 -.11 -.03 -.08 .10

-.17* -.10 -.26* -.06 -.00 .06 .09 .14 .16
-.11 .08 -.04 .06 .10 .17* .22* .18* .24*
4,613 .07 -.03 -.17 .06 -.15 .07 -.01 .25*

-.08 -.07 -.11 -.15 -.17* -.14 -.04 -.21* -.03
-.03 .01 -.03 -.13 -.13 -.20* -.03 -.09 -.10
-.0t .04 .00 .03 -.04 .05 -.11 -.13 -.14

-.04 .03 .06 .05 -.04 .05 -.01 -.21* .01
.20* .06 .09 .06 -.16* -.14 -.20* -.21* -.31*
.11 -.02 .03 .10 .08 .12 -.11 -.06 -.21*

PAR Aggressor Ratings

....=1:

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC ChC CsC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP* 4 -.07 -.02 -.14 .04 .13 .13 .14 .13 .13
6 .04 .01 -.09 -.01 .04 -.01 -.09 -.11 -.13
8 -.04 -.03 -.02 .02 .08 -.12 .03 -.02 .03

PT+ 4 -.04 -.05 -.01 .20* .12 .15 .14 .12 .08
.% 6 -.14 -.11 -.16 -.11 .19* .01 .08 -.03 -.02
E 8 -.17* -.13 -.22* -.35 .13 -.06 .10 .08 .16
0

PP- 4 -.06 -.01 -.02 -.10 -.10 -.15 -.09 -.15 -.06
6 .12 .22* .24* .07 -.04 -.01 -.09 -.12 -.05
8 .09 .00 .04 .12 -.09 .02 -.16 -.09 -.10

PT- 4 -.07 -.05 -.03 -.13 -.06 -.08 -.10 -.17* -.05
6 .14 .27* .29* .14 -.12 -.02 -.25* -.23* -.13
8 .14 .05 .16 .04 -.16 -.05 -.21* -.15 -.20*

*
p .05



Correlation
Set Indices

PAR

TABLE VI

DENMARK

Coefficients Between PAR
and PNI Indices (cont'd)

Victim Ratings

Girls

TsC POSC PsC PhC ChC CsC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+

PDF

to
ea
sa

Pp-

PT-

4
6

8

4

6

8

4
6

8

.10

.32*

. 04

. 08

.28*

.11

.13

.02

.14

. 03 .14

.14 .17*

.12 -.12

-.01
. 10

.14

.07

. 06

.03

. 07

. 13

.04

. 09

.08

.05

4 .21* ,15 .06
6 -.15* .08 .01

8 .02 -.03 .00

-.02 .05 -.03 .01 -.00 -.07

.02 .00 .08 -.05 -.06 -.03

.01 -.10 -.04 -.00 -.02 -.01

-.07 .06 -.07 .01 -.03 -.10
-.03 .02 .11 -.06 -.03 -.06
.06 -.05 -.06 -.06 -.04 .01

.18* -.07 .13 .01 .03 -.07

.11 .12 .02 .08 .04 .07

.09 .15 .22* .06 .10 .08

.10 -.08 .07 -.02 .08 -.04

.09 .13 .06 .12 .10 .14

.09 -.01 .14 .05 .00 -.01
=,.....

PAR Victim Ratings

Boys

TsC PodC PsC PhC ChC CsC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+

PT+

PP-

PT-

co
to
co
s.0

4 .06 .02 .06 -.05 -.00 -.07 -.02 .01 .00
6 .03 -.02 -.13 -.07 .00 -.02 .01 -.01 .10

8 .08 -.01 -.00 -.02 .01 -.18* -.11 -.05 -.01

4 .04 .08 .07 -.14 .05 -.05 -.01 -.00 .05
6 .15 .09 .07 .02 -.06 -.06 .02 .02 -.01

8 -.00 -.03 -.02 -.08 -.03 .00 -.03 .07 .02

4 -.07 .00 .00 .05 -.09 -.10 .06 .03 .01

6 -.08 .06 ,14 .08 -.02 .03 .06 .07 .00

8 .10 .12 .09 .09 -.04 .09 -.07 -.10 -.01

4 -.01 .07 .06 .15 -.06 -.01 .06 .03 .01

6 -.09 -.05 .03 -.02 -.04 -.04 .03 .02 .04

8 .14 .13 .10 .14 -.04 .03 -.10 -.10 -.05

*p
.05



TABLE VII

DENMARK

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Sex indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Girls Boys
.11117

MaM MaF FaM FaF MaM MaF FAH FaF

PNI
.,..41

PPf 4 .01 -.16 .09 .01 .16* .02 .11 .07

6 .23* .08 .12 .11 -.04 -.10 -.10 .01

8 -.08 -.06 .08 -.04 .01 .03 -.11 .05

PT+ 4 -.05 -.12 .05 -.04 .21* .08 .20* .14

6 .26* .04 .21* .17* .02 -.12 .00 .03

m 8 -.11 -.13 .12 -.09 -.03 -.04 -.05 .02

PP- 4 -.18* -.05 -.21* -.23* -.12 -.00 -.18* -.21*
6 -.16* .00 -.18* -.23* -.00 .12 -.01 .06

8 -.02 .01 -.06 -.08 -.01 -.06 .01 -.10

PT- 4 .01 .09 -.05 -.01 -.09 .01 -.21* -.20*
6 -.17* .15* -.19* -.22* -.03 .18* -.14 -.02
8 .07 .04 -.03 .07 -.06 -.07 -.02 -.18*

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls Boys

MaM MaF FaM FaF MaM MaF FaM FaF

PNI

PP+ 4 -.02 .13 .01 .04 .10 -.05 -.08 -.01
6 .09 .03 .03 .01 -.04 -.05 -.04 -.08
8 .03 -.03 -.08 -.12 -.07 -.12 -.06 -.08

PT+ 4 -.04 .06 -.06 .02 .12 -.01 -.10 -.03
o 6 .05 .01 -.00 .08 .07 .00 -.04 .03

N 8 .00 .01 -.03 -.00 -.01 -.04 -.01 -.07

PP- 4 .96 .01 .08 .16 -.01 -.08 .06 -.01

6 .12 .06 .11 .11 .12 .10 .05 .06

8 .13 .12 .16 .15 .00 .16 -.11 .08

PT- 4 .02 -.02 .15 .06 -.01 -.02 .17* .06
6 .16* .08 .16* .06 .01 -.00 -.02 -.03
8 .05 .05 -.00 .12 .03 .14 -.11 .07

.05
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Introduction

The use of attitudinal and behavioral dimensions of compliance
and aggression to assess the child's socialization with respect to
central and permanent institutions of society--the family, school,com-
munity, nation, religion--stems from a view of socialization not as
a process in which the child passively receives information, behavioral
models or monitoring from authority figures in the various social
systems but as a dynamic outsome of interactions through role-relation-
ships between members of the society continuing throughout life. The
structure of role-relationships and the quality of interactions be-
tween adults and children are not independent from those among adults.
Role-relationships within one system are strongly influenced by those
in other major social systems. Socialization, then, is the process
through which each individual strives to adapt to life conditions
created by the human community. (Hess, in press). In this sense,
a study of the patterns of attitudinal and behavioral expressions of
compliance and aggression in elementary school children with respect
to authority figures in various social systems may provice valuable
indices regarding these strivings during one period of human life.

Investigators and theorists generally agree that family and
school are the most important sociali ing agents during the elementary
school years. Socialization of the child's behavior with respect to
the, community, the nation, and religious organizations of his society
appears to be largely mediated during this age period by his involve-
ment with the role-relationships within the family and the school.
Children, of course, are not cut off from the functioning of the com-
munity or the religious organizations with which their families are
affiliated. There is a large variety of circumstances in which they
interact in some more or less active way with authority figures re-
presenting the church, the community or the national government. The
opportunities, however, for such encounters, as well as the context
in which they occur, seem to depend largely on the structure of the
society in which the child develops and on his family's position in
it. Moreover, the child's images of non-family and non-school author-
ity figures and his response tendencies toward them may be largely
influenced by direct or indirect teaching received within his family
during the preschool years and by the quality of civic and religious
education in both home and school during the elementary school years.

There is a sizable body of evidence indicating the importance
of the family structure and role-relationships among its members for
the socialization of the child's cognitive processes, the motivational
components of his actions, and the patterns of his interpersonal be-
havior (Hess, in press). This evidence may be regarded as pointing
to the conclusion that in the family are to be found the roots of
the factors that shape society. Equally defendable, however, is the
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notion that the broader social structure acts upon the family and
helps define its functions, set its goals, and delineate the means
considered appropriate for their attainment, thus shaping the form
and quality of interactions among family members and between the
family as a unit and other social systems. This notion implies
that the "ethos" of the culture and the structure of the society
are responsible to a great extent for the family characteristics
(Hess, in press). One formulation of the impact of society on
family functions is that the family is permeated by society's values
and rules and that parents are more or less explicitly expected to
teach their offspring what is socially desirable or obligatory in
the performance of important institutional roles within and outside
the family. Apart from this, however, there are other more perva-
sive--and perhaps more potent--influences on the family from the
broader social structure. It is argued that the degree to which
the environment is perceived as benevolent or malevolent, just or
unjust, accepting or rejecting, expanding or restricting has an im-
portant bearing upon the family structure, the form, quality and
strength of ties and relationships among its members and their inter-
actions with the rest of the world. (McKinley, 1964; Rosen, 1964).
This implies that both the "ethos" of the society and objective fea-
tures of the environment influence the family function.

The notion that in societies in which the overwhelming major-
ity of the population belongs to lower classes, most individuals
develrp a feeling of little personal control over the social environ-
ment,* which is perceived as unfriendly and potentially exploitive,
has been associated (Rosen, 1964) with observations that in such
societies the family solidarity is strong. Parents tend to see the
child as a weak creature who lacks the necessary physical and mental
equipment to protect himself in an essentially unfriendly world; they
are usually overprotective and start the child's independence training
relatively late. Furthermore, self-reliance is not cultivated to
enhance independence of the individual from the family. Individual
efforts, whether they are supported actively or simply emotionally
by other members of the family, and attainments achieved through such
efforts are felt to be the family's efforts and attainments. Since
at least emotional participation in individual strivings is genuinely
provided by other family members and since tie family is the only
social milieu in which all its members may be safe and obtain help
and protection in time of need, the whole family should take advan-
tage of the attainments of each of its members.

Such a pattern of family relationships appears to be congruent

*
Relevant to this notion is also evidence regarding contingencies
between social structure and political behavior in adults. Such

evidence is discussed in Hess and Torney (1965).
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with that found in anthropological analyses of the traditional Greek
family. (D. Lee-Demetracopoulou, 1955; H. Mendras, 1961; I. T. Sanders,
1962; E. Friedl, 1962; J. K. Campbell, 1964). Indeed, the patriarchal
family structure, in which age- and sex-role differentiations carry
status implications and where strong emotional and moral ties among
kin influence individual behavior both within the family and outside
of it, still persists in Greek society, particularly in rural communi-
ties and in the urban lower class. Greek society is, however, in
transition (P. D. Bardis, 1955; H. Stroup, 1955; McNeill, 1957; G.
Vassiliou, 1966; E. T. Prothro, 1966; C. Safilios-Rothschild, 1967).
The disruptive effects of World War II and of the subsequent civil
war and the country's efforts for industrialization during the last
twenty years caused a considerable geographical mobility (Kayser,
1964; A. Kanellopoulos, 1957-58; C. Moustaka, 1964), which is accom-
panied by noticeable changes in family power structure, parental role
standards and child training values and practices (E. T. Prothro,
1966; G. Vassiliou, 1966; C. Safilios-Rothschild, 1967). One of the
most apparent changes is that the extended family household tends
to disappear, particularly in the large cities.

Although the large majority of Greek population still be-
longs to lower classes, both educationally and occupationally, the
solidarity which characterizes the traditional Greek family may not
stem only from a perception of the social structure itself as hostile,
unjust, or restricting. The widely known chronic governmental in-
stability of Greece may, of course, be regarded as resulting from
the potency of family ties assuming that the latter impede the de-
velopment of community- and nation-oriepted citizens. It seems, how-
ever, that both the governmental instability and the feelings of un-
safeness which are assumed to encourage strong family ties and impede
development of lasting committments to non-family social groups are
related to the objective fact of poverty of resources available for
the total Greek population. In this sense, it is notable that family
solidarity coexists with heavy migration to other countries. It

should also be stressed that Greeks, who often react violently to
governmental restrictions on their sense of individual freedom, show
a marked readiness to admit such restrictions when imposed by their
family (D. Lee-Demetracopoulou, 1955; E. Friedl, 1962; J. K. Campbell,
1964). Moreover, restrictions of individual freedom resulting from
committment to ideals venerated by the family are also readily ac-
cepted. Thus, attachment to the nation is independent from attach-
ment to the state and the state's government. One may oppose the
state not only politically; attempts to circumvent state's laws con-
sidered to restrict the authority of the family or impede the enhance-
ment of its interests are supported by the family through all avail-
able means (D. Lee-Demetracopoulou, 1955). Avoidance, however, of
service to the nation in time of threat to its independence is felt
as an act of treason to the family itself (D. Lee-Demetracopoulou,
1955), bringing dishonor to all its members and exposing them to
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conditions of possible slavery, a concrete and definitely negative
expectation for Greeks based on long historical experience.

It is clearly a matter of social experience reinforced in
almost each new generation that attachment to the family is a social
committment valued even in opposition to the community or the state;
the family is the only institution of their society to which treks
can be attached and not be frustrated or attacked for their attach-
ment during the periods of political turmoil that punctuate their
history. In addition, no national ruler or even foreign conqueror
has ever tried to diminish the authority of the family or to under-
mine the strength of emotional and moral tics among its members.*

The barriers that family solidarity may create for a full
development of the individual as a person with personal rights and
responsibilities seem to be easily underestimated, if not completely
overlooked, when the world is perceived as threatening or simply un-
predictable. Speaking of ancient Greeks, Dodds (1966) argues that
the credit for "one of the major achievements of Creek rationalism,"
the liberation of the individual from the bonds of the primitive con-
ception of family solidarity and the superstitions surrounding it,
should go to Athenian democracy. Perhaps life experiences permitting
development of 3 sense of power and eliminating fear are conditions
"sine qua non" for the blooming of both rationalism and democracy.
During the Persian Wars, Athenians gained more experiences of this
sort than all other Greeks.

During the period of data collection for this study, Greece
did not differ essentially from the other participating countries
in terms of governmental structure. She hod a parliamentary govern-
ment and an elected legislative body. The political agitaticn which
ended with the military government now ruling had started, however,
some months before the beginning of the field work. Increased dis-
trust of the police and government officials may be one reason for
Greek children's responses indicating a clear devaluation of the
police and government officials (particularly among older children
who were more aware of the political sivation), contrasting with
the strong effective attachment professed for parents and with a
tendency for the older Ss to idealise parents almost to the same
degree as did the younger children.

Distrust of the police and governmental authorities seems to

There is one exception to this general assertion. Although it
lies far in the past of this society--in the early yenrs of Turkish
offupation--Greeks transmit the remembrance of Yennitznrism from one
generation to ths next almost as a warning.
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exist not only during periods of political or national crisis. An
increasing centralization of governmental authority and its effects
upon administrative policies have been repeatedly denounced after
World War 11 as fostering both dependency on the central state au-
thorities and distrust between the r,pulation and the administration.
In reaction to this situation, the population was found to be un-
cooperative and the administration, both authoritarian and incompe-
tent (K. Varvaressos, 1952, cited by I. f. Sanders, 1952; D. Lee-
Demetracopoulou, 1955; E. Friedl, 196Z; 1957).

Bereaucratic centralization has also affected the teacher,
whose role tends to be reduced to that of a technical expert rather
than a group lender. As a result, 1e is no longer an object of last-
ing loyalty and affection on the part of his pupils, encouraged to-
ward such feelings and attitudes b)' their parents. D. Lee-Demetraco-
poulou (1955) attributed this observation to the fact that the teacher
is also regarded as nn intervening representative of the state's
administration. It may be, however, that the centralization of govern-
mental authority which is particularly pronounced in the domain of
education diminishes both the possibilities and the willingness of
teachers to asstrne the role of leaders of their pupils. This is
oarticularly true for high school teachers.

The role of the Greek orthodox church in maintaining and
strengthening family tic: should not be overlooked. The church not
only approves and encourages family solidarity; it also sustains the
traditional, hierarchi:al, male-dominated family structure by main-
taining suggestive liturgical rituals, particularly infleuntial among
the young and the less educated adults. It is not unusual for lower
class parent: to argue on behalf of the traditional stereotypes of
good and evil in the rol of man and woman, father and mother, on
and daughter, using 6istorted religious knowledge. The impact of
religion on tne perscn:ility of Lost Greeks may be evaluated on the
basis of so-m quite ngge%zive facts: although the number of reli-
giously inactive seem: to increase in parallel with those who re-
ceive higher education, it is rare for Greek: to change their reli-
gious denomination. i'or Llny, their orthodox denomination is part
of their "Greekness" (U. Lee-I) metracopoulou, 1955). The differen-
tiation and comple-.en,arity which c11r1:-..eri7:e traditional male and
female family roles. T.11(1. mlor of the standards of behavior prescribed
for each of arm at of the life cy:le arc referred
to and supperted by ioligiotv; be7ief.: pr.sctices (Campbell, 1964).
Superstitions maintained through liturgical rituals permeate maternal
attitudes toward childtm, ariatiJn: in child rearing practices
of rural or urlan, lo%,(J- or nit:dic class mothers simply reflect the
degree to which secular knowledge is able to encourage in them scep-
tical attitudes, toward the "evil eye," for example.
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Analyses of family structure, parental values, and child
training practices in rural Greek families (H. Mendras, 1961; E.
Friedl, 1962; I. T. Sanders, 1962; J. K. Campbell, 1964) provide
useful information for understanding urban families as well, since
most of the urban population of Greece is composed of rural fami-
lies who have migrated recently into cities. In addition to large
groups of refugees from rural areas of Asia Minor, who were trans-
planted t, Athens and other cities in 1922, most of the villagers
who migrate to urban areas are attracted by Athens and big towns
of their district (Kayser, 1964). Between 1928 and 1957, the total
urban population of Greece increased by 47%, and the population of
the metropolitan Athens by 72%, while the rural population increased
by only 7% (A. Kanellopoulos, 1957-58). A more recent study re-
ports that 78% of the whole population of internal migrants from
two rural areas had settled in Athens and the capital of their dis-
trict, the rest being scattered throughout the rest of the country
(Moustaka, 1(;64).

Although the life of villagers who migrate to cities changes
relatively fast in terms of work habits, housekeeping techniques,
uses of leisure or health practices (I. T. Sanders, 1962), 1962),
the value-orientations underlying family structure and role-relation-
ships seem to be maintained substantially longer. This assertion is
supported by evidence which shows: that the educational level of
those who migrate to Athens and other large cities is below the
national average (Moustaka, 1964); and that the most important fac-
tors contributing to departures from the traditional family power-
structure and to differentiations in child-rearing practices, under-
lying values, and expectations professed by mothers are the educa-
tional level of the husband in he first case and that of the mother
in the second (C. Safilios-Rothschild, 1967; E. T. Prothro, 1966).

Using an interview schedule adapted from Sears, Maccoby and
Levin (1957), Prothro (1966) compared child rearing practices and
beliefs of rural and urban lower and middle class mothers in Greece
and Lebanon. He reported that "on almost all items, the city working-
class families are intermediate between the city middle-class and the
peasant families." Because the patterns of social class differences
obtained in Greece and Lebanon were remarkably similar, and data from
a variety of other cultures (although not strictly comparable) appear
also to form a similar pattern, which is at variance from that found
by Scars, Maccoby and Levin in the U.S., Prothro suggested that the
pattern of SES differences which was "clearly delineated" in Greece
rind Lebanon may characterize "transitional societies," which have a
trnditionnl class of peasants and urban lower and middle classes.

Prothro found that in Greece and Lebanon, as in the U.S.,
middle-class mothers arc more inclined than their lower class
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compatriots to describe themselves as permissive with the young
child, warm in their treatment of him, and using psychological
rather than physical discipline techniques. They also appear to
expect the child tc attend college more often than do their lower
class compatriots. Responses reflecting the mother's perception
of her role compared to the father's indicate that middle class
mothers sec themselves as more active than their lower class com-
patriots in making family decisions and as more often consulted by
their husbands regarding decisions on financial matters.

Middle class Greek and Lebanese mothers appear, however, to
be less permissive tcward infants than their lower class compatriots,
while American middle class mothers appear to be more permissive with
infants than do lower class American mothers. In other words, it is
in the degree of permissiveness with infants that the pattern of SES
differences in ths U.S. is at variance with that found in Greece and
other transitional societies.

Ccmparing data on family power structure and marital satis-
faction in urhin Greek and French families, C. Safilios-Rothschild
(1957) also reported data indicating a pattern of social class dif-
ferences at variance with that observed in France and other highly
industrialized countries, such as the U.S. and Germany (for which
there were comparable data). This investigator found that the do-
mineering authority role of the husband in the Greek family tends
to diminish with elevation of his educational and occupational level.
The relationship, however, between husband's level of income and his
authority in the family was not continuous, because, in Greece, high
educational level is not necessarily accompanied by high income. As
C. Safilios-Rothschild stressed, "Education, and particularly college
education, plays a very important role in freeing Greek men from the
traditional idcolegy abzut male dominance so that they are willing
to yield some dccisicns to women and consult them about others."
Regardin; relaticaships betc-een satisfaction with marriage and family
power structure, Safilios-Rothschild also reported that only a small
grollp of tLs 1nlerviewsd Creek women (4%) who reported satisfaction
from their narriags also reported that their husband was dominant
in the family decision Taking. The large majority of Ss who re-
ported that they were pleasci with their marriage (40% of the total
sample) wers those who either make themselves or are consulted by
their husbands about d-cisions regarded as predominantly joint
(number of children and relations with in-laws). It is noteworthy,
however, that these women also reported that they do not intervene
in their h,:sbandst raking recisions regarded as predominantly mas-
culine (choice of :friends and uses of leisure). Decisions regarding
child-rearing and purchase of clothes, furniture and household equip-
ment were found to be predominantly feminine. These data also
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indicate that, in Greek urban families, conjugal role differentiation
is still quite clear and without much overlapping, even in the better
educated and more liberal and egalitarian homes. That conjugal role-
differentiation is even more clear in lower class families and in-
fluences the socializing climate of the family is apparent in the
data reported by Prothro (1966) and in the descriptions of rural Greek
families provided by Friedl (1962) and Campbell (1964).

Important to the development of children's perceptions of and
response tendencies toward authority figures appears to be the fact
that in Greek society it is quite common for men with high education
to have wives with substantially lower education. Therefore, dif-
ferences in maternal attitudes and child training techniques may
exist in more or less subtle and influential forms even within rela-
tively homogeneous social class groups. defined by father's educa-
tional and occupational level.

Some types of frustration-provoking behavior that Friedl (1962)
observed in rural mothers toward infants and in both parents toward
preschool children are also quite frequent in lower class urban fami-
lies. For example, frightening or deceiving preschool children and
deliberately lying to them is common in lower class families. Pur-
posefully deceiving behavior seems to be less frequent among middle
class parents, particularly fathers. Friedl suggested that parents
use these practices as palliatives and consider them as contributing
to strengthen children's self-control. She states that parents who
consciously frustrate their children usually react to the child's
anxiety by subsequent efforts to calm him through physical and ver-
bal demonstrations of affection. They also are lenient toward the
child who eventually reacts aggressively toward an elder who has
caused him distress. Such behavior is often initiated by children
toward their younger siblings or other peers. The degree to which
such behavior among children is tolerated by parents also varies.
Whatever the psychological function of teasing and deceptive be-
havior on the part of parents, it gives the child early experiences
of inconsistency in the actions of elders. Friedl (1962) considers
that these practices lead children to recognize that words and
actions of other people sl'euld not be taken at face value. "In-

consistency in the actions of elders results in a wariness in ac-
cepting or rejecting the statements of others, even within the
family. Children may learn to love and respect their elders but
it is not required that they trust them completely." The fact,
however, that these practices stop as soon as the child becomes
able to control the expression of his distress or shows distrust
of parents' deceptive statements or actions makes it doubtful that
parents are really not concerned about having their children dis-
trust them. If these practices are actually designed to condition
the child to deceit and to develop in him wariness, Irents are
more likely to expect him to direct these attitudes outside of the
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nuclear family.

Observations collected during the field work provide some
additional indications of features of the socializing climate of
Athens schools. Examination of the records of 26 public and pri-
vate schools located in different residential areas of Athens
showed that the social class composition of classroom groups is
rarely homogeneous. This is true for both public and private
schools, regardless of the residential area in which a school is
located. There are, however, marked differences between public
and private schools. Most public schools are extremely crowded
with more student groups than teachers and classrnoms available
at a time. As a result, classroom groups often include more than
60 students, and one teacher may be in charge of two such groups.
Public school buildings are often in extremely bad condition. Ten-
sion in student - teacher relationships is often generated or ag-
graval:ed by material conditions. Compared to those of typical
public schools, the material conditions of private schools often
appear luxurious.

Despite these facts, many high status parents, presumably
able to face the expenses of their children's education in a pri-
vate school, choose the public school on the sssumption that its
social structure provides better socializing conditions, since
it is closer to Greek reality. An analogous rationale leads
directors of private schools to facilitate admission of working
class students to their schools by providing scholarships and re-
duced tuition fees.

Equality in the socializing conditions of all Greek schools
is also sought by the Office of Education. Both public and private
schools have to follow the same curricula. The gap, however, between
the typical public school and a few expensive private schools in
overall socializing climate is enormous. The existing disparities
do not seem to stem from differences in the ideals pursued, the cur-
ricula followed, or the social structure of the groups or students,
but from the extreme differences in the schools' material resources,
which determine to a great extent the style of relationships between
teachers and students.

The impact of the atmosphere of functioning of a school upon
students of different family backgrounds may vary. For example,
students from low status families may regard the socializing climate
of the typical public school as an extension ,f that of their homes,
at least during the early years of their elementary education. Ad-
justment to the conditions of functioning of such schools is prob-
ably more difficult for children from high status families. With
increasing age, interaction among children of different family
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backgrounds within the classroom group modifies in various ways
their images of and attitudes toward both classmates and teachers.
Peer interaction within socially heterogeneous classroom groups is
certainly able to affect the socialization process in several ways.
Assessment of these influences is as difficult as their control and
orientation by parents and teachers.
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Positive Retinas.

Total Positive Index

The distribution of total positive scores by sampling groups
is shown in Table I. Set scores regarding compliant behavior toward
peers and toward the teacher are also presented in Table I. All
three positive scores were affected by the Ss' age and SES. Total
positive scores show a curvilinear age change and variation by SES.
(See Table I, Figs. 1 and 2).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Positive Indices

A. Age Differences

The partial scores for compliant behavior toward peers and
teachers also follows a curvilinear change with grade; compliant be-
havior increased from grade 4 to 6 and decreased again by grade 8.
The scores received by pupils at grade 8 were lower than those re-
ceived by pupils at grade 4 (Table I).

With respect to these age variations, it should be noted
that, in the Greek school system, sixth graders are in the last year
of primary school. Eighth graders are, however, in the second year
of high school, where they are faced with substantially different
overall socializing conditions, confronted with many new peers, and
taught by more than one new teacher. Apparently, the age trend found
in Greek children's compliant behavior ilAicates that the likelihood
of their displaying cooperative behavior within a social system in-
creases with age as long as familiarity wIth the system's socializ-
ing conditions (including its rules and personal relationships with
the system's figures) increases. The decline of compliant behavior
at grade 8 probably follows from the above mentioned changes in the
overall school situation, changes all the more stressful as they
coincide with the beginning of adolescence.

B. Sex Differences

Ratings for compliant behavior showed no evidence of signi-
ficant variations by se'. In grades 4 and 6, compliant behavior to-
ward both peers and the teacher appeared to be more frequent among
girls than boys, but this sex difference did not reach significance
level and disappeared by grade 8.

C. SES Differences

Positive ratings varied significantly by social status.
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Across all grades, higher SES children appeared to display a signi-
ficantly greater amount of compliant behavior than their lower SES
peers; the difference was significant for the total positive score
as well as for the partial scores for compliant behavior toward
peers and the teacher. (See Table I). It may also be noted that
the :mores of lower SES children's compliant behavior toward both
peers and the teacher declined substantially from grade 4 to 8,
after an increase in grade 6. A similar age trend was observed in
higher SES children's scores for compliant behavior toward the tea-
cher. However, the peer-to-peer positive scores of higher SES
children did not show a substantial decline from grade 6 to 8,
and higher SES eighth graders did not score lower than the higher
SES fourth graders in compliant behavior toward peers.

D. Correlations Among Total Positive, Peer to Peer Positive, and
Peer to Teacher Positive Ratings

Correlation coefficients shown in Table II indicate that
positive ratings were highly interrelated for all segments of the
sample. These correlations indicate that children who were per-
ceived as being helpful, kind, fair and cooperative with their
peers were very likely to be obedient, cooperative and obliging
with the teacher and seldom scolded by him. The likelihood of a
close correspondence between compliance with peers and with the
teacher was somewhat higher for girls than boys, particularly in
grades 4 and 6. A slight decrease in the magnitude of correla-
tions for both sexes and both SES groups at grade 8 indicates that
compliant behavior toward peers coexisting with compliant behavior
toward the teacher is less likely as children grow older.

E. Summary and Discussion of Positive Ratings

The most striking feature of the positive ratings was their
consistency. Across all grades, a large number of children who were
seen by their peers as demonstrating cooperative behavior toward
peers were also seen as compliant with the teacher. For Greek
children, the frequency of compliant behavior increased from grade
4 to 6 and decreased again by grade 8. Also, across all grades, com-
pliant behavior toward peers and the teacher was significantly more
frequent among higher SES than among lower SES children. The vari-
able of sex did not significantly affect positive ratings.

Changes with age in the frequency of compliant behavior are
apparently related to the fact that, in primary school, increasing
adjustment to formal and informal aspects of children's relation-
ships with teachers and peers enhances their cooperative behavior
toward both. Changes in the school socializing conditions resulting
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from the transition from primary to high school 4nd the approach of
adolescence probably form a set of stress-generating factors which
influence behavior. The finding that, by grade 8, compliant behavior
toward both peers and the teacher declined among both SES groups may
follow from the fact that both SES groups are subject to the influ-
ence of the above mentioned factors.

The finding that scores for compliant behavior toward both
peers and teachers were, across all grades, higher for the higher
SES group than for the lower SES group parallels findings of certain
studies (Pope, 1953; Tuma and Livson, 1960) and contradicts others
(Eron, Welder, Toigo and Lefcowitz, 1963). No comparable research
evidence exists with Greek children. On the basis of evidence con-
cerning Greek parents' sociali.ing practices with young children
(Prothro, 1966) one may speculate that SES differences in parental
socialiAng techniques may contribute to SES differences in child -
ren's scores of compliant behavior toward both peers and authority
figures (in this case, the teacher). However, this interpretation
should be regarded with caution since the predictive power of data
regarding parents' reports about their socialiYing techniques appears
to be low and uneven (Hess, in press).

Negative Ratings

Total Negative Index

Unlike compliant behavior, non-compliant behavior varies
significantly by sex. Across all grades and within both SES groups,
non-compliant behavior is significantly more frequent among boys
than among girls.

Scores for non-compliant behavior were also affected by a
significant SES by grade interaction. For lower SES children the
frequency of non-compliant behavior remains constant in grades 4
and 6 and decreases sharply by grade 8. For higher SES children
non-compliant behavior increases significantly from grades 4 to 8.
(See Table I and Figs. 1 and 2).

Peer.to Peer and Peer to Teacher Negative Indices

A. Age Differences

The age by SES intersiction observed in the total negative
index is maintained in ratings of both teachers and peers. For
higher SES children, non-compliant behavior increased significantly
from grade 4 to 8, the increase being substantially larger toward
the teacher than toward peers. In grades 4 and 6, more lower SES
than higher SES children were nominated for non-compliant behavior
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toward both peers and the teacher; by grade 8, the relationship was
reversed. (See Table I).

B. Sex Differences

The sex difference was significant and in the same direction
for both partial indices of non-compliant behavic: as for the total
index. PNI ratings clearly indicate that girls across all grades
conformed more to group standards and were less aggressive than boys.
The finding reflects sex-role standards underlying children's social-

ation in Greece. (See Table I).

C. SES Differences

The age by SES interaction has been reported in Section A.

D. Correlations Among Total Negative, Peer to Peer Negative
and Peer to Teacher Negative Ratings

Correlations shown in Table III indicate that negative
ratings were directly and significantly correlated for all sampling
groups. The magniture of correlations among peer-to-peer and peer-
to-teacher negative items declined with age for lower SES boys and
increased for lower SES girls. This indicated that the tendency
for children who are non-compliant with the teacher to be non-com-
pliant with peers increased with age for lower SES girls but de-
creased for lower SES boys. These relationships changed curvi-
linearly for higher SES children of both sexes, with the tendency
for non-compliant children to be consistent in behavior toward both
peers and teachers being stronger among sixth graders than among
fourth and eighth graders.

E. Summary and Discussion of Negative Ratings

Scores for peer-to-peer and peer-to-teacher non-compliant
behavior varied by the same sampling factors--se- and social status
in interaction with grade--and variations had the same direction for
both ratings. However, correspondence between the two negative set
scores was generally lower than that between peer-to-peer and peer-
to-teacher positive set scores. This indicates that non-compliant
behavior is less likely to be generalized from teacher to peers and
vice versa than is compliant behavior.

Differences by SES indicated that, in grades 4 and 6, non-
compliant behavior was more frevent among lower SES than among
higher SES children; by grade 8, this SES trend was reversed, non-
compliant behavior being significantly more freiuent among higher
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SES than among lower SES children. In other words, non-compliant
behavior increased with age among higher SES children and decreased
among those of lower SES.

The increase with age of non-compliance with the teacher on
the part of higher SES children appeared to be congruent with the
development f these children's attitudes toward authority figures
in general and the teacher in particular. It also seemed to cor-
respond with these children's lessening compliant behavior with age.
These changes with age in the quality of higher Si:S children's be-
havior toward the teacher were somewhat generalized to peers, also.

Ch:Anles] with age in the frequency of lower SES children's
compliant non-compliant behavior--both ratings lowering, by
grade 8, toward both peers and the teacher--appeared to be more
complex. Lowering of the amount of both positive and negative be-
havior toward the teacher on the part of lower SES eighth graders
might signify withdrawal of their emotional and behavior involvement
with him, resulting from their continuing overidealization of author-
ity figures in combination with their high regard for the figure's
punitive characteristics. In other words, lower SES eighth graders
may have developed passivity toward the teacher. It seems unlikely,
however, that such passivity would be generalized to peers, although
a decline with age in the lower SES children's positive and negative
PNI scores was also observed toward peers. These complex relation-
ships will be clarified throug inspection of the correlations be-
tween positive and negative items.

Summary

A. Correlations Between the Positive and Negative Ratings

As might be expected, all correlations between positive and
negative indices were negative, and most were significant. (See

Table IV). Correlations between total positive and total negative
items increased from 4th to 6th grade for higher SES children (Par-
ticularly boys). This indicates that the likelihood that children
judged by peers to be non-compliant are also judged to be compliant
increases as children grow older. This generalization does not hold
for lower SES children, for whom the corresponding correlations were
generally lower and changed curvilinearly with grade. In other words,
consistency and, therefore, predictability of the quality of overall
behavior increases linearly with age forhigher SES children but de-
creases considerably for lower SES eighth graders after an appreci-
able increase from grade 4 to 6.

Similar social status differences in age trends were also
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found in the correlations between peer-to-teacher positve and nega-
tive ratings. The quality of higher SES children's behavior toward
the teacher becomes more consistent and predictable with increase
in grade. Consistency and predictability of lower SES children's
behavior toward the teacher increases from grade 4 to 6 but de-
creased considerably by grade 8. However, all these correlations
were significant.

The fact that for lower SES eighth grade boys the correlations
between peer-to-peer positive and negative ratings drop to -.04 in-
dicates that, within this sampling group, peer-to-peer behavior is
judged in very subjective terms. Apparently, a large number of lower
SES eighth graders are judged differently by different groups of
peers. Perhaps the behavior of individual Ss actually differ, de-
pending on whether it was directed toward different subgroups of
classmates. (See Table IV).

The fact that for this sampling group correlations between
peer-to-pee. negative and peer-to-teacher positive items, as well as
between total positive and peer-to-peer negative items, were also
very low (-.02 and -.01, respectively) suggests that subgroup member-
ship may have influenced these children's ratings to a large extent.
It is also notable that the corresponding correlations for eighth
grade girls of both SES groups and for eighth grade higher SES boys
were substantially higher. In other words, only for the group of
lower SES eighth grade boys did relationships between positive and
negative ratings suggest the existence within the classroom group of
antagonistic subgroups. This supposition is supported by the fact
that, in our sample, lower SES eighth graders, unlike their higher
SES counterparts, belonged to extremely crowded classroom groups,
possibly lacking in cohesion.

In view of these findings, one might hypothesize that the
lowering by eighth grade of both positive and negative set scores
for low status children of both se:res reflects, not actual with-
drawal of their compliant and non-compliant involvements with peers
and the teacher, but a reduction of the number of nominated peers
under either type of item resulting from a lack of cohesion in the
classroom groups.

Of interest in the finding that judgements of peer-to-teacher
behavior for all sampling groups, less likely to be inconsistent in
direction or - quality than judgements of peer-to-peer behavior. In

other words, for all sampling groups, the quality of children's be-
havior was more predictable when directed to teacher than when dir-
ected to peers.

Another generali-Ation may be drawn from the correlations
between positive and negative items. For higher SES children,
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consistency of direction and, therefore, predictability of the quality
of behavior increased with age with respect to the teacher; with rea-
pect to peers, it increased from grade 4 to 6, and its decrease by
grade 8 was moderate. This means that the strengthening of friend-
ship ties by the beginning of adolescence had a moderate influence
upon the consistency of these children's behavior with peers and did
not substantially decrease its predictability. For lower SES child-
ren, consistency of direction and predictability of the quality of
behavior increased from grade 4 to 6 but decreased at grade 8, more
among boys than among girls, and more toward peers than toward the
teacher. For lower SES grade 8 boys, the mality of peer-to-peer be-
havior appeared to be unpredictable.

The developments observed with age in each SES group's PNI
ratings suggest that the major difference between these two groups
lies in the extant to which children's behavior in the classroom
settings is consistent.

B. Summary and Discussion of the Total PNI

Peer ratings of classroom behavior showed that the freluency
of compliant behavior displayed at school eNceeds the frequency of
non-compliant behavior. Overall grades, compliant behavior appears
to be displayed e -'ually toward peers and the teacher, while the
amount of non-compliant behavior directed against the teacher e--
ceeded that directed against peers.

Sampling factors differentiated mainly the quality of be-
havior (compliant vs non-compliant), whatever its target (peers or
teacher). Compliant behavior toward both peers and teachers was
more frequent among higher SES than among lower SES children across
all grades. For both social status groups, compliant behavior to-
ward peers and teachers increased from grade 4 to 6 and decreased
again at grade 8. Non-compliant behavior toward both peers and
teacher was more frequent among boys than among girls at all grade
levels. Also, at grades 4 and 6, lower SES children surpassed
their higher SES age mates in amount of non-compliant behavior to-
ward both peers and teachers. At grade 8, the SES trend was re-
versed: the frequency of non-compliant behavior displayed by
lower SES children decreased considerably toward both peers and
the teacher; the increase of frequency of non-compliant behavior
observed for the higher SES grade 8 children was entirely directed
toward the teacher.

In the Greek sample boys and girls did not differ signifi-
cantly in amount or patterns of compliant behavior, although girls'
scores were higher than those of boys for both peer-to-peer and peer-
to-teacher positive ratings. The two see groups did, however, differ
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significantly in amount of non-compliant behavior toward peers and
the teacher. Across all grades, more boys than girls were nominated
as displaying non-compliant behavior toward peers and teachers. Per-
haps, the factors contributing to a differentiation of behavior in
the two sexes were for Greek children more influential for the items
comprising the index of non-compliant behavior than those denoting
compliant behavior.

The finding that with age the frequency of higher SES child.
ren's non-compliant behavior increased appears to parallel the de-
cline of the frequency of their compliant behavior. This pattern
suggests that, with age, the behavior of higher SES children changes
quality; they become less obliging in the classroom setting, more as-
sertive of their autonomy, and more peer- than teacher-oriented. Such
changes in behavioral orientations apparently reflect changes in
these children's attitudes toward authority figures, especially their
declining beliefs in the authority figures' wisdom and justice.

The finding that, at grades 4 and 6, higher SES children
compared to their lower SES counterparts scored higher in compliant
behavior and lower in non-compliant behavior toward both peers and
teacher suggests that the former group was more able to exercize
control over its aggressive tendencies and be cooperative in the
classroom setting. This SES difference in the quality of younger
children's behavior is probably related to varying experiences of
role relationships with suthority figures, the main source of which
is probably the family. The conditions of functioning of the class-
row group may also have had an important influence upon the two
SES groups. The majority of higher SES children in the GReek sample
were enrolled in private schools. Although private and public
schools follow the same curricula and pursue the same ideals, there
are considerable differences between them in terms of material re-
sources, which probably determine to a large extent the style of
relationships among students and between students and teachers.

The lowering by grade 8 of the scores of compliant behavior
of both SES groups with respect to both peers and teachers probably
reflects the impact of changes in the school socialising conditions
(related to the transition from elementary to high school), changes
all the more stressfull as they occur at the approach of adolescence.
The considerable rise, by grade 8, of the higher SES group's score
for non-compliant behavior toward the teacher was congruent with the
decline of the freluency of these children's compliant behaviaor;
this decline was especially pronounced with respect to the teacher.
This change with age in the luality of higher SES children's be-
havior toward the teacher parallels changes in their perception of
and response tendencies toward all authority figures including the
teacher. A decline with age of the positive views held by younger
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higher SES children about the teacher was nooarent in both the YIAPR
and PAR data. The considerable drop, at grade 8, of the score of
lower SES children for non-compliant behavior toward both peers and
teacher was unexpected. Viewed in conjunction with the lowering of
this group's positive scores as well, it led to the conclusion that,
at this grade level, lower SES children nominated few of their peers
for either compliant or non-compliant behavior. The fnct that not
only all four PNI set scores dropped significantly for lower SES
grade 8 children but also these scores were not significantly con-
trasted (this was particularly apparent in the correlations between
positive and negative peer-to-peer scores for lower SES grade 8 boys)
suggested that in this sampling group the quality of children's be-
havior (and/or peer ratings about it) were incons!,stent and unpredic-
table, possibly because lower SES grade 8 children, unlike their
higher SES age mates belonged to extremely crowded classroom groups,
possibly lacking in cohesion.

Relat::onship_Between PAR and Pin: Wrongness Judgements and Class-
room Behavior

A. Status

AlsalaluaLinaE. The correlation coefficients between PAR
status indices and the four PNI sub-indices appear in Table V. These
data indicate that, out of 36 correlations, 18 are significant for
girls and 10 for boys. In general the adult-to-child index is nega-
tively correlated with the compliant PNI indices and positively cor-
related with the non-compliant PNI indices, whereas the child-to-
adult and child-to-child indices show the opposite relationships.
Thus, compliant children judge child aggressors to be wrong and adult
aggressors to be relative just, while rebellious children tend to
judge adult aggressors to be unjust and child aggressors to be just.
This is particularly true for girls.

The child-to-child wrongness judgements are the best predic-
tors of compliant behavior whether it be directed to the teacher or
to peers. All correlations between the CAC PAR index and the PNI
compliant indices are significant for girls; for boys the correla-
tions are significant for the sixth ind eighth grade samples.

Looking at the predictability of all three PAR indices, we
find that grade six is the most predictable age for girls, but for
boys there is no such consistency.

Victim Ratings. Inspection of Table V shows 16 significant
correlations for girls and for boys. For girls the direction of the
victim indices correlations are quite consistently reversed from
those of the aggressor indices, i.e., the AAC victim indices are
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positively correlated with the positive or compliant PNI indices, and
negatively correlated with the indices of non-compliant behavior,
while the CAA and CAC indices are negatively correlated with the com-
pliant PNI indices and negatively correlated with the non-compliant
PNI indices. That is, compliant girls judge child victims of adult
aggression to be more wrong and adult or child victims of child ag-
gression to be less wrong than do non-compliant girls. These same
relationships tend to appear in the boys correlations but with much
less consistency. Girls behavior (42 significant correlations) is
twice as predictable as boys behavior (21 significant correlations).

B. Set

Aggressor Ratings. The correlations between the PAR set in-
dices and the PNI ratings show the same general trends as the status
ratings but with less consistency. (See Table VI). The adults-to-
child ratings tend to be negatively correlated with compliant be-
havior and positively correlated with non-compliant behavior, whether
the adult in question is a parent, teacher or policeman. Ratings of
child aggression, on the other hand are positively correlated with
compliant behavior and negatively correlated with non-compliant be-
havior. The breakdown of the CAC index shows that child-hit-child
is a more predictive rating than child-scold-child, for both boys
and girls.

Victim_ Ratings. The PAR ratings show 37 significant correla-
tions with PNI indices for girls and 19 for boys. Again the behavior
of girls is twice as predictable as that of boys. The reversal of
the direction of correlations observed in the combined status indices
appears in the set indices as well, with more consistency for girls
than for boys- For girls, ratings of teachers and parents appear to
be better predictors of behavior than policemen, with the child-
scolds-teacher ratings being particularly powerful. Unlike the af-
gressors ratings, the child-hits-child and child-scolds-child in-
dices are about evally powerful predictors for the victims ratings.

C. Sex

AL:ressor Ratings. The PAR sex indices, unlike the status
and set indices arc e-.11-Aly good predictors for boys and girls, brut
are generally not as powerful predictors of classroom behavior as
are the other indices. (See Table VII). There are 9 significant
correlations between these indices and ratings of classroom behavior
for girls and 11 for boys.

For girls, all of the significant correlations are with the
MAF and FAF PAR indices, i.e., those indices involving female victims.
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Furthermore, 7 of the 9 significant correlations are with the male -
attacks female index. !Mile this specificity of relationship is
not as obvious for boys, the female-to-male index is the most con-
sistent predictor of their behavior. For both boys and girls the
direction of the correlations ..h,t same; compliant children judge
cross-sex aggression by membtzrs of their own sex to be ilore wrong
than do non-compliant children. (The significant positive correla-
tion between the MAF a .d PT- indices appearing for eighth grade
girls is the single exception to this statement).

Victim Ratings. The PAR victims indices for sex show 5
significant correlations for girls and 3 for boys. Since this num-
ber of significant correlations out of a possible 48 are not more
than one would expect by chance, it is safest to conclude that these
indices do not predict classroom behavior for Greek children.

D. Summary

Compliant Greek children seem to internalize guilt about
rebellious behavior more than non-compliant children. They are
more severe in their judgements of the wrongness of aggressors of
their own age or sex than are non-compliant children.

The relationships between classroom behavior and victims
ratings are more complex. Compliant children judge adult victims
of child aggression to be relatively innocent, but their judgement
of the innocence of child victims is dependent upon whether the
aggressor is an adult or a child. Child victims are judged to be
relatively innocent when the aggressor is a child but guilty when
the aggressor is an adult. This finding is still consistent with
the assumption that compliant children internali,e guilt about eg-
g ression. Since adults are viewed as just aggressors, it follows
that their victims are wrong, but since children are judged to be
unjust aggressors it follows that their victims may be relatively
innocent. Thus the judgements of victims wrongness are consistent
with the judgement that child aggressors are relatively wrong. How-

ever, the victims ratings of the sex indices do not uphold the
judgements of the relative wrongness of some sex aggressors; these
ratings are simply uncorrelated with classroom behavior.

The above generalizations concerning compliant children
should be modified by reference to the consistent sex differences
appearing in these data. Girls' behavior in the classroom is more
predictable from their wrongness judgements than is boys' behavior.
This is particularly true with respect to judgements of the wrong-
ness of aggressors and victims of different roles and statuses;
these in turn are generally more predictive than are judgements of
combatants of a different sex.
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Oreece is, in general, a culture which permits the expression
of aggression fairly freely. Greek men are expected to be aggressive,
and women are permitted to be so. Probably the lack of correlation
between individual judgements of justice and classroom behavior for
boys, as contrasted with girls, is due to the greater cultural con-
sistency of aggressive norms for men and boys. Boys classroom be-
havior may well be more dependent upon the cultural expectations for
boyish behavior and less upon their internal beliefs and values than
it is for girls.
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TABLE II

GREECE

Corrleation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Positive Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

Total Positive Peer to Teacher Positive

Sex
SES Lo Hi Lo Hi

PP* 4 .98 .98 .97 .96

6 .96 .97 .98 .94

w 8 .94 .91 .96 .92

m

PT* I:4 4 .98 .98 .97 .97

6 .98 .98 .98 .96

8 .97 .95 .97 .97

Lo Hi Lo Hi

.93 .92 .88 .87

.90 .90 .92 .82

. 82 .74 . Et8 .20

TABLE III

GREECE

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Negative Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

Total Negative Peer to Teacher Negative

Sex G

SES Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi

PP- 4 .88 .80 .98 .94 .70 .54 .94 .81

6 .89 .97 .92 .89 .71 .89 .78 .87

8 .94 .76 .87 .91 .84 .54 .64 .80

PT- w 4 .96 .94 .98 .96

6 .95 .98 .96 .93

8 .97 .96 .94 .97
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TABLE V

GREECE

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Status Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

GR-25

Girls Boys

AaC CaA CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNT

PP-f- 4 -.11 .19* .31* -.15 .12 -.15
6 -.21* .26* .26* .04 .09 .26*
8 .18 .04 .25* .13 .20* .28*

PD-f- 4 -.14 .21* .29* -.17 .13 -.13

6 -20* .27* .24* -.00 .22* .30*

41 8 .09 .09 .20* .04 .13 .21*
m
w

PP- ° 4 -.00 -.06 -.17 .17 -.10 .07

6 .32* -.28* -.15 -.12 .15 -.04
8 .16 -.10 .04 .25* -.21* -.05

PT- 4 .93 -.13 -.23*
6 .33* -.35* -.16
8 .40* -.12 .12

. 16 -.13 .02

-.09 -.14 -.22
. 31* -.22* -.02

*
05.
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TABLE V (Con't)

GREECE

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls Boys

100010.10

AaC CaA CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNI

,
PP.1- 4 .07 -.26* -.25* .12 -.14 .22*

6 .21* -.18 -.12 .08 .14 -.07

8 -.13 .19* -.00 .16 .16 .11

PDF 4 .10 -.29* -.27* .16 -.14 .22*
6 .23* -.21* -.10 .02 .13 .04

14) 8 -.03 .08 -.05 .05 .14 .02
ca

14

PP- 0 4 -.01 .05 .11 -.13 .04 -.14

6 -.21* .29* .16 .04 -.19* -.05
8 -.04 .14 .10 .05 .14 .02

PT- 4 -.07 .25* .21* -.15 .11 .08

6 -.26* .33* .14 -.02 -.06 .05

8 -.35* .23* -.04 -.04 .28* .27*

p .05.
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TABLE VI

GREECE

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.06 -.11 -.12 -.06 .28* .31* .20* .13 .17

6 -.23* -.26* -.36* .07 .11 .34* .32* .15 .22*

8 .12 -.07 .07 .29* .24* .19 .04 .11 .02

FT- 4 -.11 -.16 -.16 -.07 .25* .29* .22* .13 .18

w 6 -.18 -.23* -.35* .05 .10 .32* .34* .15 .21*

74 8 .00 -.02 .04 .14 .20* .15 .03 .12 .12

PP- 4 .04 -.03 .10 -.12 -.09 -.23* -.09 .04 -.12
6 .42* .28* .32* .13 -.10 -.16 -.25* -.18 -.33*
8 .22* -.04 -.99 .20* -.06 .0 -.01 -.08 -.19*

PT- 4 .10 .06 .13 -.07 -.18 -.25* -.15 -.05 -.20*
6 .33* .33* .33* .11 -.03 -.23* -.39* -.21* -.35*
8 .36* -.10 .18 .52* -.05 .24* -.11 .01 -.22*

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.08 -.06 -.14 -.16 -.10 -.16 -.11 .10 .11
6 -.03 .01 .01 .08 .18 .27* .08 .14 .04
8 -.19 -.28* .03 .38* .11 .35* .22* .21* .09

PT+ 4 -.15 -.12 -.16 -.13 -.12 -.12 .11 .10 .13

w6 -.06 -.01 -.04 .05 .25* .28* .20* .23* .18

S -.15 -.30* .08 .20* .10 .24* .14 .13 .07

PP- 4 .12 .04 .14 -.19 .09 .03 -.15 -.02 -.05
6 -.12 -.11 -.17 -.05 -.05 -.02 .17 .09 .13

8 .07 .04 .13 .34* -.06 -.04 -.19 -.15 -.23*

PT- 4 .07 .04 .14 -.19 .01 -.07 -.20* -.09 -.10
6 -.09 -.06 -.11 -.06 -.20* -.18 -.12 -.12 -.13

8 .16 .18 .13 .38* .03 -.02 -,20* -.18 -.23*

*
p .05.
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TABLE VI (Con't)

GREECE

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP- 4 .08
6 .20*
8 -.14

PT+ 4 .15
o 6 .17

m 8 .06

PP- 4 .05
6 -.35*
8 -.14

PT- 4 -.06
6 -.30*
3 -.40*

.11 .04

.20* .27*

.08 -.12

.14 .06

.23* .28*

.07 -.03

.02 -.10
-.03 -.25*
.02 -.07

-.01 -.13
-.16 -.32*
-.09 -.31*

.06 -.25* -.22* -.23* -.23* -.25*

.08 -.07 -.16 -.13 -.16 -.21*
-.18 -.02 .02 .23* .01 .22*

.06 -.27* -.24* -.27* -.26* -.27*

.13 -.07 -.13 -.17 -.19* -.23*
-.12 -.00 -.06 .11 -.01 .09

.05 .08 .12 .07 .04 .02

-.08 .16 .14 .25* .21* .35*
.01 .00 .15 .11 .10 .17

-.00 .18 -.21* .25* .17 .24*
-.13 .11 .16 .29* .24* .36*
-.33* -.07 -.02 .24* .07 .28*

IMINIMMENIC

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PPf 4 .07 .09 .07

6 .11 .04 .09
8 .26* .23* .14

.15 .19* .20* -.10 -.10 -.20*

.05 -.05 -.08 .15 .13 .12

.02 .22* -.01 .11 .21* .12

PT+ 4 .17 .17 .11 .14 .20* .19* -.09 -.11 -.18
o 6 .15 .07 .14 .10 -.09 -.15 .03 .08 -.00
m 8 .11 .12 .02 -.00 .09 -.05 .09 .21* .10

PP-
0

4 -.08 -.07 -.13 -.12 -.16 -.08 .08 -.05 .06

6 .03 .07 .07 .00 .01 -.10 -.21* -.11 -.17

8 .08 -.00 -.06 -.11 .36* .15 .22* .23* .32*

PT- 4 -.06 -.09 -.15 -.16 -.12 -.03 .15 .01 .11

6 -.00 .03 .03 -.02 .04 -.02 -.13 -.06 -.12
8 .09 -.03 .02 -.15 .34* .16 .22* .20* .31*

*
p .05.
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TABLE VII

GREECE

Correlatinr, Co:Ificients Between PAR
Ser Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

Girls Boys

MaM MaF FaM FaF MaM MaF FaM FaF

PNI

PP{- 4 .10 .20* .16 .18
6 .09 .19* .04 .16

.%) 8 .12 .41* .02 .22*

PT-4- 4 .04 .18 .18 .15
6 .06 .24* -.09 .19
8 .08 .98* .08 .11

PP- 4 -.08 -.20* -.04 -.10
a) 6 .03 -.01 .02 -.10

ro 8 .00 .09 .00 .16
s.

PT- 4 -.10 -.16 -.16 -.12
6 .03 -.08 .00 -.16
8 .18 .34* -.00 .35*

-.07 -.18 -.01 -.13
.17 .20* .17 .12

.25* .24* .33* .26*

-.06 -.20 -.01 -.11

.22* .18 .28* .16

. 11 .16 .20* ,21*

.10 .12 -.06 .16

.03 -.09 -.07 .06

.10 .11 -.06 -.03

.01 .12 -.15 .10

-.15 -.19* -.27* -.11
. 17 .13 -.04 -.03

*
p . 05.
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TABLE VII (Con't)

GREECE

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls Boys

MaM MaF FaM FaF MaM MaF FaM FaF

PNI

PP+ 4 -.05 -.22* -.19 -.20* .01 .14 .10 .20*

6 .05 -.01 .01 -.00 .08 .00 .15 .02.

4138 .09
ro

-.24 .17 .01 .16 .1.4 .12 .20

PT-f-°4 -.25* -.08 -.19 -.23* .03 .18 .11 .17

6 .08 -.02 .06 -.04 -.01 .02 .11 .02

3 .10 -.16 .07 -.04 .07 .01 .12 .11

PP- 4 .04 .01 .22* .01 -.14 -.14 .03 -.15
6 .04 .10 .06 .02 -.04 .01 -.08 -.16

4;8 .10
ro

-.02 .08 .18 .16 .07 .12 .24*

PT-(34 .17 .11 .19 .17 -.06 -.16 .05 -.13
6 -.02 .04 .03 .04 .01 .05 -.02 -.09
8 -.08 -.29* .03 -.09 .16 .09 .06 .22*

*
p .05.
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Introduction

As stated earlier in the Chapter on methodoloey, PNI., (Peer Nomina-
tion Inventory) was used to determine the aggressive and compliant be-
haviour of the children in the School. The means used to ascertain this
was to get the nomination of the classmates regarding tLe behaviour in
the Class Room towards other students and towards the teacher.

Positive Ratinrs

Total Positive Index

We can now analyze the results regarding the tot:11 positive scores
irrespective of whether the compliance is re;;r12ing the be%2viour to the
peers in the group or towards the teacher in the class room; for example,
whether one is fair to the classmates, helps them, is friendly and gets
along with others, or whether one helps the teacher without being asked,
studies hard, is seldom scolded by the teacher and who generally obeys
the teacher. (Table 1)

A. Age Differences

The results clearly show that such compliance increases in a linear
way with age from 14:35 in grade 4 to 23.92 in grade 8. This may be an
indication of the growth in children or the irfluence of long exposure to
the school environment, its rules and regulations etc., or to both.
(Tattle 1).

B. Sex Differences

There is hardly any difference between the girls (:3.27) and the boys
(18.05) when we take the two groups in their e!.:.11;:i:y.

C. SES Differences

On the other hand, we find some influence cE status. On the whole
the lower group children (19.48) are more campit;71t VvIll the higher
cnup (16.84). (Fig. 2). A sec by grade in%raction occurs because there
is hardly any difference between the girls of the three grades but a
definite improvement in the boys from 6th to 8th grn.J.e, in their degree
of total positive behavior (Table 1 and Figs. 1 rnd 2).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Positive Indices

We can now proceed to analyze the trends in the sub-groups.



IN-2

A. Age Differences

There is a slight increase in score from grade 4(14.81) to grade
6(15.88), but a great increase from grade 6 to grade 8(23.70) in compliant
behaviour.

To what extent do children help the teacher, obey him and so on?

There is a linear increase in compliance from grade to grade, in
total scores for each grade.

B. Sex Differences

The sex differences for all positive scores are minimal.

Positive sex by grade interactions appear for both the ?P+ and PT+
indices. Both interactions are primarily caused by a sharp rise .n com-
pliant behavior for boys in the eighth grade (Table 1). Clearly Indian
boys learn cooperative class room behavior later than girls.

C. SES Differences

There is a marked difference between the higher group (16.16' and
the lower group (20.11) on PP+ scores (Table 1). Thus, schooling seems
to have a more positive effect on positive peer-to-peer behavior for
the lower SES)dhiddren:than the higher.

However, there is not much.differenee_hetween the two SES groups
for the PT+ scores.

D. Correlations Among Total Positive, Peer to Peer Positive, and
Peer to Teacher Positive Ratings

The correlation coefficients indicate that positive ratings were
highly interrelated in all the subgroups of the sample. (Table II).

The total positive scores are related very highly to total posi-
tive scores in peer to peer relations as well as in peer to teacher
relations. In other words, those who are fair to their classmates,
help them and get along with them are also those who generally obey
their teacher, study hard and are seldom scolded by the teacher.

Grade, sex and social status appear to have no effect on these
relationships. The only exceptions appear to be the relation between
Peer to Peer ratings and Peer to Teacher ratings among the girls of
high social status in grade 6(0.76) and grade 8(0.66) and the boys of
grade 8 of low status (0.77). But even these coefficients are high.

Thus compliance appears to be a general chscteristic which
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Negative Ratings

Total Negative !gdex
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The negative or non-compliant questions ask the subjects to name
the children who insult other children, who do not obey the teacher, who
make rude gestures to others, who do net get along with others, whom the
teacher often scolds, who often start fights, who make fun of the teacher,
who do not work well, who disturb the class when the lesson is going on,
etc., (Table 1 Figs. 1 and 2).

A. Age Differences

The results show that age has hardly any influence on non-compliant
behaviour. The data show a curvilinear form with a slight decrease in
grade 6 but the scores are about the same in grades 4 and 8.

B. Sex Differences

Here also there is hardly any difference though the score for girls
(9.58) is slightly lower than that of boys (10.28).

C. SES Differences

Here again there is very little difference between the children of
th4 lower (10.51) and of the higher (9.34) groups.

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Negative Indices

There are no age, sex or SES differences for any of the negative
ratings (Table 1 and Figs. 1 and 2).

For Indian children negativebehAvior.is apparently learned earlier
and is more stable than positive behavior. However minor differences do
occur.

A. Age Differences

There is hardly any difference between the three grades indicating
the non-compliant behaviour towards the peer remains practically constant
though the age increases.

There is a slight increase in non-compliance to teachers with in-
crease in age, though it is curvilinear.
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B. Effect of Sex

Boys appear to be slightly more non-compliant than girls for both
indices.

C. Effect of Status

Children of the low SES group are slightly more non-compliant than
the children of the high SES group for both indices.

D. Correlations Among Total Negative, Peer to Peer Negative,
and Peer to Teacher Negative Ratings

The peer-to-peer negative ratings correlate very highly with peer-
to-teacher negative ratings and total negative ratings.

These coefficients show that there is z. consistency in non-compliant
behaviour as well as compliant behaviour (Table IIT).

Summary

A. Correlations Among the Positive and Negative Ratings

In all the nine sub-tables we find: ( Table IV)

a) In general the correlations are low and negative.

b) The negative correlations, among the girls of grade 8 whether of
the low or the high status, are between -0.25 and -0.47.

c) Among the boys of high status of grades 6 and 8 the correlations
are positive and range between 0.24 and 0.51.

d) In grade 4, generally the boys of low status get low positive
correlations. In the other cases, the correlations are generally
low negative with a few exceptions.

e) In general all the sub-groups of grade 6 except the boys of high
status get low negative correlations.

f) In general all the sub-groups of grade 8 except the boys of low
status get either high positive or high negative correlations.

B. Summary and Discussion of the Total PNI

In general the grade 8 children are more compliant towards the peers
as well as towards the teachers than the children of the lower grades.
This appears to be the one positive result of increase in age on the one
hand and increase in education on the other.
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The non-compliance scores show that generally non-compliance towards
teachers is more than the non-compliance towards peers.

As regards sex there is either no difference or hardly any difference
between the two groups in compliance scores as well as in non compliance
scores.

Thus these results negate the general impression that boys are more
turbulent and girls more docile.

There is hardly any effect of status except that the low group chil-
dren are definitely more compliant in peer to peer relations than the
children of high group.

However, an outstanding result of the study is that the boys of the
low group give the highest compliance scores both in their relation to
other children and to the teachers.

These results also negate the general impression that the children
of the low status groups are more turbulant than the children of the
high status group.
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Relationship Between PAR and PNI Wrongness
Judgments and Classroom Behavior

The PAR-PNI correlations show the relationship between the
children's attitudes towards aggressive interpersonal exchanges
as measured by PAR and their classmates' assessments of their
overt expressions of compliant and noncompliant behavior as asses-
sed by the PNI.

A. Status

Aggressors ratings. Table V gives the correlation coef-
ficients between the attitudes toward aggressors' wrongness as
a function of status and the PNI indices measuring compliant or
noncompliant behavior in the classroom. An examination of Table
V shows that only 13 of the 72 correlations are significant
above the 5% level. Eight of them are between positive or com-
pliant behavior and ratings of condemation of aggressors. There
is a slight indication that girls' judgments of the severity of
adult aggressors are more closely related to their classroom be-
havior, while boys judgments of child aggressors appear to be
more highly correlated with classroom behavior.

Four out of the five significant correlations of the non-
c,lapliant PNI indices are with ratings of childrens judgments of
child aggression to adults. There is hardly any difference shown
between the sex groups, however, there is some indication that
the correlation becomes stronger as children grow older, since
11 out of the 13 significant correlations occur for 8th grade
children.

Victims ratings. Table V also gives the correlations
between the PNI indices and ratings of the wrongness of the vic-
tims of the status indices. Here 15 out of the 72 correlations
are significant at the 5% level. Nine of the 15 significant
correlations are with the positive or compliant PNI indices,
indicating again that the more compliant children tend to be
more severe than the noncompliant children in judging the wrong-
ness of victims of aggression. There is also some indication
in the pattern of correlations that these relationships are
stronger for girls than for boys, since 10 of the 15 signifi-
cant correlations are for girls' judgments. Again we find that
the older children tend to have stronger correlations between
their attitudes and their behavior since 10 out of the 15 signi-
ficant correlations of the victims ratings appear in the 8th
grade children.
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B. Set

Aggressors ratings. In Table VI of the 216 correlations
between the status and role on set indices and PNI indices, 36
are significant at the 5% level. Of these 36 significant correla-
tions, 22 occur for girls and 14 for boys, indicating a higher de-
gree of correlation between attitude and behavior for girls than
for boys. The correlations between PNI and PAR set indices for
girls appear to be most predictive for judgments of the severity
of adult aggressors whether they are teachers, policemen or parents.
For boys, however, the correlations with PNI appear mostly in their
judgment of child aggressors.

Victims ratings. In Table VI of the 216 correlations, 41
are significant at the 5% level. Of these 41 significant correla-
tions, 24 are occur among girls and only 17 among boys, again in-
dicating that girls attitudes are more predictive of their be-
havior. Unlike the findings of the aggressors ratings, we find
that the girls correlations with the PNI indices appear mostly
with respect to their ratings of child victims rather than adult
victims. Boys also have more correlations between PNI and ratings
of child victims.' For boys then, the correlations with victims
ratings are consistent with those of aggressor ratings. This,
however, is not the case for girls. It is note worthy that there
are five significant correlations for child scolding child situa-
tions among boys as compared with only one among girls.

Again it can be observed that the more compliant children
are more severe in estimating the wrongness of victims. The rela-
tionship between age and the strength of the correlations is also
repeated, since 30 of the significant correlations occur for the
8th grade children. This pattern of correlations indicates again
that there is a greater degree of correspondence between attitude
and behavior for the older children.

C. Sex

Table VII gives the relationship between the PAR sex in-
dices and the PNI indices.

Aggressors ratings. Only 12 of the 96 correlations were
significant at the 5% level,: All os these 12 significant correla-
tions were between the PAR indices involving females and the com-
pliant pm indices. They indicate that the compliant children are
more severe in their judgments of aggression involving females
than the noncompliant children. For the PAR sex indices there are
sex differences with respect to the age at which the significant
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correlations appear. Six of the seven significant correlations
for girls occur in the fourth grade while all five significant
correlations among boys occur in the eighth grade, indicating
that younger girls showed more association between their judg-
ments of the wrongness of the seN indices and their behavior,
while older boys showed this effect.

Victims ratings. Of the 192 correlations with the vic-
tims ratings, only 7 were significant. Six of these correlations
refer to the index, female being attacked by male, and one to
male being attacked by male. There is hardly any difference
between the number of significant correlations appearing for
boys vs. girls. Four of the seven significant correlations occur
for the noncompliant indices indicating, perhaps, that the non-
compliant children feel that the victims should not have exposed
himself or herself to the possibility of being attacked. Four
of the correlations occurred in the eighth grade indicating again
as children grow older there is more correspondence between their
attitude and their behavior.

D. Summary

In general there are some relationships between compliant
classroom behavior and condemnation of the wrongness of aggres-
sors and victims. Compliant children are more severe in their
condemnation of aggression, than are noncompliant children.
Girls appear to be more severe in their condemnation of adult
aggressors while boys appear to be more severe in their condemna-
tion of child aggressors. Girls also appear to be somewhat more
severe in their condemnation of victims than are boys. The
older group showed greater correspondence between behavior and
and attitude than the younger children, for both aggressors and
victims ratings.
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Table V

India

Correlation Between PAR Status Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

AaC

Girls

CaA CaC

IN-

Boys

AaC CaA CaC
PNI

PP+ 4 -.26* -.10 -.16 -.09 .10 .14

6 .02 .06 .01 -.07 .13 .11

8 -.33* .14 -.11 -.27* -.17* -.32*

PT+ 4 -.27* -.08 -.15 -.05 .10
Ti 6 -.00 -.02 -.02 -.10 .12

o
m
m 8 -.15 .13 .06 -.07 -.22*

PP- 4 .01 -.04 -.02 -.06 -.07 -.04
6 .16 -.08 .06 -.06 -.01 -.02

8 .20* -.24* -.00 .04 -.28* -.13

PT- 4 .07 .02 -.01 -.00 .02 .03

6 .17 -.07 .06 .04 -.02 -.03

8 .14 -.27* -.02 .03 -.33* -.12

.14

.07

-.19*

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls Boys

AaC CaA CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNI

PP* 4 .18 -.06 .01

6 -.20* -.08 -.10
8 .28* -.31* .13

.15
-.01
.14

.08
-.01

-.07

.00

-.27*
.22*

PT+ 4 .19* -.06 -.00 .07 .02 -.04
10 6 -.08 -.05 -.01 -.01 -.10 -.22*
$4 8 .21* -.25* .07 .03 .07 .12

PP- 4 .10 .06 .09 .06 .02 .08

6 -.04 .10 .00 .02 .09 .06

8 -.04 .23* .20* -.02 .30* .15

PT- 4 .14 .08 .18* .06 .06 .09

6 -.03 .03 -.04 .01 .07 .04

8 -.06 .17 .10 -.01 .37* .18*

* p s .05



Table VI

India

In

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CcT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.31* -.26* -.16 -.24* -.11 -.18* -.07 -.10 -.09
6 .11 .02 -.01 -.05 .03 -.02 .05 .05 .07

8 -.33* -.21* -.36* -.25* -.24* .05 .16 .08 .07

PT+ 4 -.33* -.27* -.15 -.26* -.11 -.17 -.07 -.07 -.09
.o 6 .06 .04 -.01 -.05 .02 -.06 -.04 -.04 -.06

o
w 8 -.11 -.07 -.21 -.11 -.04 .13 .14 .10 .05

PP- 4 -.01 .01 .00 .03 .04 -.09 -.06 .01 -.03

6 .27* .04 .12 .17 .04 .07 -.08 -.13 -.00

8 .21* .07 .27* .13 .11 -.11 -.25* .03 -.27*

PT- 4 .03 .07 .06 .08 .05 -.09 -.01 .07 .00

6 .28* .09 .12 .16 .04 .06 -.07 -.12 .01

8 .15 .06 .19* .08 .10 -.12 -.24* -.13 -.30*

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.17 -.13 -.07 -.01 .10 .15 .10 .07 .11

6 -.04 -.03 -.11 -.04 .09 .09 .10 .13 .13

8 -.35* -.03 -.22* -.26* -.33* -.22* -.26* -.10 -.08

PT+ 4 -.17 -.11 -.03 .03 .11 .15 .11 .07 .10

v 6 -.06 -.07 -.13 -.08 .06 .05 .08 .14 .12
m
14 8 -.15 .11 -.05 -.12 -.25* -.08 -.27* -.10 -.16o

PP- 4 -.08 -.06 -.03 -.05 -.03 -.04 -.07 -.07 -.05
6 -.08 -.12 -.07 .01 -.07 .03 -.06 .03 .03

8 .08 .01 .06 .01 -.15 -.07 -.2,.* -.22* -.24*

PT- 4 -.01 .04 .01 -.03 .08 -.03 .01 .02 .03

6 -.01 -.07 .05 .11 -.06 -.00 -.09 .05 .02

8 .05 -.07 .07 .03 -.14 -.06 -.23* -.32* -.31*

*p 5.05



Table VI (Cont'd)

India

IN-

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.11 .11 .18 .18* .06 -.05 -.06 -.00 -.08
6 -.23* -.20* -.18 -.13 -.10 -.08 -.11 .02 -.11

8 .19* .19* .28* .28* .27* -.06 -.29* -.26 -.25

PT+ 4 .12 .13 .19* .17 .03 -.03 -.06 -.02 -.08
6 -.17 -.11 -.04 -.02 -.05 .04 -.05 .03 -.11

k 8 .09 .12 .23* .24* .17 -.06 -.19* -.30* -.21a
PP- 4 .06 .08 .11 .07 .07 .11 .04 .09 .06

6 -.06 -.09 .08 -.10 -.02 -.02 -.10 -.09 .09
8 -.19* .04 -.06 .01 .09 .25* .28* .12 .16

PT- 4 .11 .16 .12 .09 .15 .20* .07 .08 .06

6 -.10 -.09 .04 -.07 -.06 -.04 .02 .02 .02

8 -.20* -.04 -.05 -.01 .04 .13 .22 .07 .10

PAR Victim Ratings

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 .06 .22* .22* .05 -.00 .00 -.08 .08 .05

6 .04 .01 -.07 .01 -.28* -.21* -.09 -.09 -.12
8 .26* -.12 .09 .18* ..28* .12 .06 -.14 -.16

PT+ w 4 .05 .14 .14 -.03 -.06 -.03 .02 .03 -.01

lc 6 -.11 .01 -.07 .04 -.22* -.17 -.08 -.10 -.09
k 8 -.09 -.20* -.00 .14 .16 .04 .16 -.01 -.03

(..1

PP- 4 .07 .08 .08 .02 .05 .10 -.00 .05 .J4
6 -.04 .09 -.00 .03 .01 .09 .15 .03 .00
8 -.01 -.02 -.00 .01 .22* .05 .22* .24* .35*

PT- 4 .01 .05 .07 .04 .06 .11 .05 .07 .06

6 .01 .07 -.02 -.01 .01 .07 .12 ..01 .03

8 -.06 -.05 .00 .05 .22* .10 .29* .34* .34*

*p< .05



Table VII

India

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR Sex Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggression Ratings

PNI

PP+

PT-

IN-

MaM

Girls

MaF FaM FaF MaM

Boys

. MaF . FaM FaF

4 -.16 -.18* -.23* -.22* .00 .02 .09 .07
6 .03 .06 -.04 -.01 .07 .06 .02 .00
8 -.14 -.12 -.10 -.23* -.17 -.33* -.33* -.33*

4 -.14 -.19* -.22* -.22* .03 .06 .12 .06
6 -.00 -.01 -.08 -.03 -.06 .00 -.01 -.02
8 .03 .01 -.04 -.03 -.05 -.23* -.17 -.21*

4 .05 -.07 -.03 .02 -.09 -.08 -.03 -.03
6 .02 .09 .04 .05 -.08 -.03 -.01 -.05
8 .09 -.10 .03 .06 -.06 -.14 -.13 -.15

4 .09 -.02 .02 .07 .01 -.01 .03 .03
6 .03 .08 .06 .07 -.0: .03 .01 -.01
8 .05 -.12 -.08 .06 -.12 -.10 -.12 -.17

PNI

pp{-

PT+
m
Ts
m

PP-

PT-

* P

PAR Victim Ratings

MaM

Girls

MaF FaM FaF MaM

Boys

MaF FaM FaF

4 .09 .05 .06 .06 .17 .09 .06 .07
6 -.15 -.18* -.09 -.12 -.20* -.11 -.07 -.22*
8 .09 .12 -.02 .11 .09 .12 -.02 .11

4 .08 .04 .08 .05 .08 .03 -.03 .01
6 -.07 -.06 -.01 .00 -.20 -.06 -.08 -.16
8 .09 .04 .01 .04 .09 .04 .01 .04

4 .10 .10 .11 .06 .08 .08 .03 .07
6 -.01 -.03 -.07 .07 .12 .06 .12 -.01
8 .14 .22* .12 .19* .14 .22* .12 .19*

4 .16 .16 .14 .12 .08 .08 .07 .07
6 -.05 -.06 .04 -.01 .15 -.00 .07 -.04
8 .02 .16 .12 .08 .02 .16 .12 .08

.05
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Introduction

The Italian sample is made up of students attending the
"Scoula Elementare" (fourth grade children) and the "Scoula Media"
(sixth and eighth grade children).

The Italian school system depends upon the department of
education. In each province the government is represented by a
"provveditore" (supervisor). The "Scnbla Elementare" begins at
the age of six and consists of five yearly courses. There exists
both public and private "Scncle Elementari" that generally have
several classes for each grade. These classes are segregated by
sex. A principal supervises the whole school. Each classroom has
one teacher devoting himself to all subjects except music and reli-
gion (optional). The girls are taught by women; the boys are also
taught by women for the 1st, 2nd grades and by men for the last
three grades. Children have time to develop a good deal of attach-
ment to the classroom teacher with whom they have long daily con-
tacts through the years. The elementary school teachers are re-
quired to have a certificate that is received at the end of a
special four year high school course following junior high school
(totaling twelve years of schooling).

The "Scuola Media" follows the "Scuola Elementare". It

too consists of public and private schools that are supervised
by principals. Here also there are several classes for each grade,
in general segregated by sex. The teachers are numerous, each of
them treating the particular subjects in which they are competent.
They are required to have a University degree (16418 years of
schooling).

Both "Scuola Elementare" and "Scuola Media" teachers have to
undertake practical training and a number of ivalifying State exams
Aoaclompetitive basis which eventually lead to tenure.

Until 1963 only the "Scuola Elementare" was compulsory.
A statistical investigation indicates that in 1965 78.3% of all
people working had not attended any schooling after the "Scuola
Elementare".* Junior high schools were divided into two different
categories: 1. the "Scuola Media" - allowing its students to
enter any kind of high school. 2. The "Scuola d'Avviamento" -
allowing students to enter only technical Mgh schools.

A school reform in 1963 established a unique junior high
school compulsory for everyone. It was called "Scuola Media Unica".
This new "Scuola Media" was transformed as regards to structure,

*
Riforma della Scuola - Aund X N3.
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methods, and contents. Besides the traditional subjects, such as
Italian, history, geography, Latin, mathematics and a foreign lan-
guage, new subjects, inspired by more advanced pedagogical princi-
ples such as science, mechanical arts, music and art were added.
To give an idea of the degree of transformation, Latin, previously
considered to be basic knowledge and absolutely necessary for any
further study, was reduced to an optional subject.

The reform has been accepted by the "Scuola Medial' teachers
in different ways. They are confronted with new programs, methods
and pupils of different social status. while their out-of-date
training leaves them unprepared to cope with these new demands.
Many teachers openly disapprove of the new system being unable to
change their attitudes about the supremacy of the humanistic cul-
ture, and others find themselves unprepared to conform to it. The
older teachers were trained during fascism, The younger teachers
function in schools whose structure still bears deep traces of this
recent past.

School progress towards democratization has been delayed in
Italy by the fascist dictatorship. The evolution of the school
system was warped for twenty years both ideologically, with the
authoritarian principles fostered by Giovanni Gentile, and practi-
cally, with a number of provisions depriving teachers and pupils of
any autonomy. Giovanni Gentile was a philosopher belonging to the
Italian idealistic school of thought that, by considering nation
and state universal values, offered 'theoretical support to the dicta-
torship. As Minister of education, he was the greatest contributor
to the fascist school reform that was based on his pedagogical prin-
ciples, supporting authoritarian hierarchical relationships between
pupils and teachers, teachers and government. The reform deprived
the Italian school system of the little autonomy that it had acquired
by gradually emancipating itself from the kings and the government
control during the Risorgimento. Among the most undemocratic laws
was that of July 1923. The Superior Council of Public Education,
the highest "executive school authority, whose members were appointed
partly by the minister of education, partly by the Parliament and,
to a great extent by the Universities, was reduced to an "advisory"
committee, with its members all appointed by the king. Another pro-
vision in 1931 imposed all University teachers to swear their loyalty
to fascism. Those refusing were to leave their chairs.

Before World War I there had been discussions testifying to
the need felt by the most advanced scholars and politicians to make
the preadolescent school more autonomous and democratic. Three
main goals emerged: First, the need of making the relationship
between teachers and pupils as well as government and school less
authoritarian; secondly, the necessity for giving low social economic



IT-3

status children the same school opportunities as enjoyed by upper
social economic children; the third goal was the need to overcome
the dychotomy existing in the Italian high school between a con-
servative type of school, based above all on humanistic contents,
that enjoyed the highest prestige, and a practical technical school
not oriented to University training.

During fascism all these trends were completely suffocated
and the dychotomy between the elite classic school and the technical
school was emphasized. Moreover, the emphasis on nationalism, as
well as the politics of the dictatorship, cut Italy out, for 20
years, of the new pedagogical and psychological trends which were
leading to the discovery of the importance of the active and demo-
cratic participation of children in school.

Further support for the conservative type of education was
given by the encyclic "Divini illius magistri" in 1929. This en-
cyclic was of extreme importance because in the same year Catholic-
ism had become the state religion (Patti Lateranensi 1929).

With the reform of 1963, the junior high school has finally
made a positive, though limited, step towards its democraticization.
As previously mentioned, there are still many obstacles to over-
some, most of them generated by teacher's difficulities in adjust-
ing to the changes.

Apart from this reform, no important changes have been
realized within the school system in the last twenty years. There
exists a gap between needs and democratic aspirations, and the
school system, that is acknowledged by an increasing number of
people. The pervasive dissatisfaction with the school is testi-
fied by the numerous students' protest demonstrations that take
place in these years, not only within the Universities; but also
within the high schools. In Milan, to mention the town to which
the sample of this research belongs, high school students' unrest,
which started in 1965, with a clamorous attack against the censure
controlling students' newspapers, reached its climax in the year
1967-68. In this period University and public high school stu-
dents organized frequent strikes and occupied offices in their
institutes.

The peer nomination inventory was devised to measure child-
ren's compliant and non-compliant behavior towards teacher and
peers in the classroom, as rated by peers.

The analysis of variance combines ratings of compliant atti-
tudes into a 'total positive index' and ratings of non-compliant
attitudes into a 'total negative index'. A subsequent break-down
of the two indices into positive and negative behavior, respectively
towards teachers and peers, enables us to point out the differences be-
tween peer to peer and peer to teacher attitudes that are at vari-
ance with the total indices.
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Positive Ratings

Total Positive Index

Social class is the only variable differentiating the Italian
children from one another. Upper SES children receive higher post.
tive scores than do the lower SES children. (Table I, Figs. 1 and
2).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Positive Indices

A. Age Differences

Age is not a significant variable for any of the positive
indices. However, a slight decline in positive behavior with in-
creasing age appears for both the peer-to-peer and peer-to-teacher
positive indices.

B. Sex Differences

Total positive index scores (Fig. 1) show a significant inter-
action between age and sex. By inspection it appears that the great-
est divergence takes place at the sixth grade level, with girls
manifesting a much greater amount of compliant behavior than boys.

The breakdown of the total positive index shows that the
interaction holds true only in the case of peer-to-peer positive
behavior, while peer-to-teacher positive behavior, though showing
the same pattern, does not reach significance level.

At the sixth grade level, having completed the primary school
cycle, Italian children enter into the "Scuola Media" system, where
they are confronted with new teachers as well as new peers. The new
situation obviously presents a social as well as an emotional and
intellectual challenge which is handled differently by the two sexes.
Girls increase in compliance, probably because of their stronger de-
pendency needs and desire to be socially accepted by the peer group,
while boys, following the generally observed decrease in compliant
attitudes with age, become also more assertive and less obliging
in their school behavior. Furthermore, the results are in line with
some conclusions drawn from the YIAPR research, indicating that
girls rely more on group cohesion as a means of overcoming potenti-
ally threatening or disturbing situations, while boys are more in-
clined to react with overt and verbally aggressive behavior.

Girls higher concern with friendship is also reflected in
the YIAPR by their perception of friends as being more helpful and
fair, as well as by their greater amount of guilt feelings when
breaking friends' rules.
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C. SES Differences

There are significant SES differences showing that high SES
children receive higher scores on the total positive index as well
as on the partial peer-to-peer and peer-to-teacher indices. The
difference tends to decrease with age, and in fact, it disappears
in the case of peer-to-peer positive attitudes.

The results are in line with the findings in the YIAPR re-
search showing that high SES children have a generally more favor-
able perception of and greater compliance to authority figures.
High SES children grow up in a more favorable and protective environ-
ment that induces more positive attitudes towards parental figures
which are in turn generalized to people and situations outside the
family. These attitudes could be reinforced by the fact that high
SES parents more easily identify and conform to the authority sys-
tem, i.e., to the norms and standards of behavior of the ruling
class to which they belong.

The leveling out of SES differences with age may be explained
by the need to conform to the standards of the peer group, which in
recent studies has been shown to reach its peak aroung the age of
13-15 years. Since the phenomenon is largely due to the sharp de-
crease in high SES children's scores, it can be inferred that only
high SES children change their attitude to a remarkable degree.

The finding is complicated by an interaction efft between
sex and SES in the peer-to-peer positive attitudes, whose outstand-
ing feature is the sharp increase of high SES girls at the 6th
grade level.

To clarify the finding further research has been planned in
a coed progressive school setting where differences in outward
behaviors between sexes are greatly minimized by policies ranging
from allowing girls to wear pants at school, to letting them fight
with boys and, in general, encouraging them to share in most of
the activities which in more traditional schools are reserved to
boys.

D. Correlation Among the Indices of Total Positive, Peer to Peer
Positive, and Peer to Teacher Positive Ratings

The correlation between positive indices (total vs. peer
to peer; total vs. peer to teacher; peer to peer vs. peer to teacher)
are very high and consistent (Table I).

There is hmemer-adearee.si-ngtrend with age, with the
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exception of high SES boys, whose correlations show a curvilinear
tendency, (with the lowest values occurring at the sixth grade
level) for which there are no obvious explanations. There is
little variation by sex or SES.

The results indicate that in the younger child compliance
is a general attitude with little differentiation with respect to
the figure concerned. Children who are perceived as friendly, ):4elp-
ful, kind and fair with peers are the same who are perceived as well
behaved, helpful, obedient towards teacher.

By the eighth grade level, compliant attitudes become more
discriminating. Inspection, of the data shows that the drop in the
correlation indices is concommitant to the change in attitudes to-
wards the teacher figure.

E. Summary and Discussion of Positive Ratings

The results indicate a decreasing trend in compliant attitudes
in the classroom. The decrease, though not reaching significant
levels, is more marked in peer-to-teacher than in peer -to -peer com-
pliant attitudes.

The interaction effect between age and sex has been tenta-
tively explained as the result of differential modes of reacting
to potentially stressful situations by the two sexes. At the sixth
grade level Italian children enter into the Scuola Media system,
where they are confronted with new teachers and peers. The assump-
tion is that girls increase in compliance, while boys decrease.

Higher SES children are more compliant than lower SES child-
ren, probably because they are conditioned to respond more favorably
to the authority system to which their parents belong as members
of the ruling class.

By the eighth grade level, intermingling of SES in school
and the need to conform to the group standards may account to some
degree for the leveling out of the differences.

The fact that SES differences decrease with age presents
some questions which only further research could clarify. Assuming
that the younger the child the more he reflects norms of behavior
shared by the family and social milieu in which he grows up, high
SES children, around the age of 13, appear to depart from earlier
acquired standards of conduct more than low SES children.

To the extent to which the decrease in compliant attitudes
towards authority figures has been viewed as a developmental trend,
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typically associated with the adolescent's struggle for autonomy and
self-individualization, high SES children seem to partake of the pheno-
menon to a greater degree than low SES children. This tentative
interpretation of the finding is in line with the view shared by
many psychologists and antropologists according to which the up-
heaval of adolescence is a cultural phenomenon whose strength is
proportional to the degree and length of nurturance the child re-
ceives in his upbringing. The greater nurturance of high SES
parents is implied in many aspects of children training practices,
which differentiate them from lower SES parents. Higher SES child-
ren are usually longer protected and therefore limited in ;:heir
freedom (they are chaperoned around by adults at an age in which low
class children are playing in the street by themselves). Low class
children in general experien,:a separation from their families more
fre'uently than high SES children. In fact, lower SES parents can
hardly afford long vacations and therefore their children spend
most of their vacation time in "colonie", that is in children com-
munities in resort places, supported either by state or industries
where their parents work. In case of hospitalization, lower class
children are separated from their mothers, while in general an upper
class mother shares a room with her sick child in the hospital. In

Italy, the great majority of lower SES children are expected to
start working and contributing to the family living as early as at
15 years of age. For this reason the lower SES preadolescent en-
joys much more freedom than high SES children of the same age,
being"muchnearer to the time in which he will share the responsi-
bilities and burdens of the adults."

Complex variations in the dimension of nurturance towards
boys and girls in higher and lower SESs are reflected by the inter-
action between sex and SES in the display of compliant attitudes
among peers.

The high degree of correlation among the indices shows that
compliance in the classroom is, at first, little differentiated with
respect to the figure concerned. By the eighth grade level, the
decrease between peer-to-peer and peer-to-teacher correlation might
be due to the reduced =aunt of compliance shown towards the teacher
figure. The finding is in line with the increased self-assertiveness
and criticalness of the older child.

Negative Ratings

Total Negative Index

The total negative index scores increase significantly with
age, essentially from sixth to eighth grade. (Table 1, Figs. 1 and
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2). The total negative scores are higher for boys than for girls.
(Table I, Figs. 1 and 2).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Negative Indices

A. Age Differences

If the breakdown indices nrc considered, it appears that the
increase in the total negative scores with age is due essentially
to the peer-to-teacher negative behavior, while the peer-to-peer
negative behavior shows only a non-significant curvilinear trend.
(Table I).

This finding confirms the greater need for autonomy and the
increased self-assertiveness of children towards adults' authority.

B. Sex. Differences

The breakdown of the index shows that the difference between
sexes is due to a greater amount of negative bchnvior shown by
boys towards peers, while no appreciable difference is found with
respect to teachers. (Table I).

The finding is in line with well known differences between
sexes with respect to the dimension of aggression. In particular,

the results of the PAR research show that in the Italian culture
female aggression is far more condemned than male aggression by
both sexes, and that in general girls condemn aggression more than
boys.

It could be inferred that, together with the already mentioned
greater concern over friendship among girls, there might be differ-
ent standards of behavior based on biological and cultural differ-
ences regulating the expression of aggressive feelings nmong peers
by the two sexes.

The PNI negative attitudes deal essentially with overt and
physical aggression which is consistently sanctioned and penalized
in girls' tybringing. Possibly the results might have been dif-
ferent had the questionnaire dealt also with more indirect forms
of negative behavior, such as speaking-ill of friends or ranking
fun of them, as a counterpart of such items as "starting fights"
and "making rude gestures" to friends.

Probably at the eighth grnde level, the beginning of hetero-
sexual interests might determine n greater amount of exchange among
sexes, with girls becoming less inhibited and more like boys in
their effort to be accepted by them.
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C. SES Differences

There is no evidence of SES differences for any of the
negative indices.

D. Correlations Among the Indices of Total Positive, Peer to Peer
Positive, and Peer to Teacher Positive Ratings

The correlations among the negative indices (total negative
vs. peer-to-peer negative; total negative vs. peer-to-teacher nega-
tive; peer-to-peer vs. peer-to-teacher negative) are very high and
consistent (Table III).

There is, however, a decreasing trend with the exception
of high SES boys, whose correlation indices show a curvilinear pat-
tern similar to the one already observed in the positive indices
correlations. The findings parallel the results and confirm what
has already been noted for the positive indices correlations.

E. Summary and Discussion of Negative Ratings

ThP observed increase in negative behavior towards teacher
with increasing age can be viewed as the outcome of different fac-
tors. Developmental changes could be responsible for the decrease
in compliance towards teacher, whose authority appears to be an
obstacle to the greater need for autonomy of the older child.
Since the finding occurs only in Italy and Japan, there might be
specific cultural situations accountlrg for what might be con-
sidered as the early symptoms of the world-wide students' pro-
test. As to Italy, the teacher figure might have lost its pres-
tige and sympathy because of the general and pervasive dissatis-
faction with the school system, whose many inadeluacies and out
of date authoritarian is freauently condemned by parents as well
as by the wore enlightened experts in the field.

Recent reforms have not closed the 3np between the old
structures of the school system and the needs and claims of the
new generation The widespread students' dissatisfaction with
the school system has made the Italian school the battlefield
of new ideas, which are undermining the authoritarian principles
of Italian society. It can, therefore, be inferred that the
political implications inherent in the students' protest are
evident 33 early as in the Scuola Media years.

Sex differences have been assumed to be due to biological
factors ns well as cultural ones which tend to inhibit overt and
physical aggression in girls.
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The finding that there is no evidence of significant SES
differences in negative behavior - though there are significant
differences in positive behavior - indicate that the more nurtur-
ing environment of higher SES children, while favoring compliant
attitudes, does not necessarily affect non-compliant ones. The
results, in this instance, do not seem to support the frustration-
aggression theory. As far as school behavior is concerned, differ-
ent upbringings, in terms of parental affection and helpfulness,
do not affect the amount of aggresseness displayed by children.

Summary

A. Correlations Between Positive and Negative Ratings

As could be expected, correlations among positive and nega-
tive ratings are all negative, and most of them significant. The
indices are, however, much lower of those occurring among positive
and negative set scores respectively. (Table IV).

At the fourth grade level, lower SES boys show no evidence
of consistent relationship between compliant and non - compliant atti-
tudes towards peers. The inference could be that the kind of posi-
tive and negative behaviors tackled by the questionnaire are little
differentiated among boys of lower SES at the fourth grade level.

In terms of the items which make up the questionnaire, it
seems that the same children who "start fights" might eventually
be friendly to peers, or the same who "make rude gestures" may on
occassion "get along" with their peers. To this effect it is inter-
esting to note that the results of the PAR research show that lower
SES children condemn physical aggression less than higher SES child-
ren.

At the sixth and eighth grade levels the correlation between
peer-to-teacher positive and peer-to-peer negative ratings do not
always reach significant levels. The greater capacity for role
discrimination of the older child might account for the coexistence
of positive and negative attitudes towards different figures.

B. Discussion of the Total PNI

The most conspicuous features of children's compliant and
non-compliant behavior in the school situation can be summarized
as following:

Ratings of children's negative behavior increase signifi-
cantly with age, while ratings of positive behavior tend to
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decrease. In terms of the total amount of positive and negative
behavior displayed in the classroom, there are age differences which
show that at the fourth grade level, children w'-a are chosen for
their compliant attitudes outnumber significantly those who are
chosen for their negative attitudes. The difference dissapears
with age. In particular, negative behavior towards teacher in-
creases significantly with age and, at the eighth grade level, sig-
nificantly more children are nominated for their negative than for
their positive attitudes toward teacher. The increase in negative
attitudes towards teacher has been explained on developmental grounds,
as the outcome of the greater need for self-assertion inherent in
the process of self-individualization of the older child; and on
cultural grounds as a synptom of the present crisis of the Italian
school system, whereby the teacher figure has lost his prestige,
becoming the target for the general and radical dissatisfaction
of the young towards the adults' world.

There are clear cut sex differences with respect to negative
behavior with boys displaying more negative attitudes, essentially
towards peers. The finding obviously reflects biological differ-
ences as well as a greater tolerance in our culture towards overt
aggressiveness among boys than among girls. Positive attitude to-
wards peers show an interaction effect between sex and age, tenta-
tively interpreted as a differential way of dealing with new stress-
ful situations which would increase girls' compliance at the sixth
grade level, when they are faced with new peers and teachers.

SES differences are significant only as regards positive
behavior. High SES children are in general more compliant than
low SES children, the difference, however, tends to disappear
with age.

A more favorable environment and a more nurturing home may
account for the greater compliance of high SES children, which is
counteracted at the eighth grade level by peer group identifica-
tion, as well as by a greater change in attitudes in the high SES
preadolescent.

No interpretation has been given for the SES by sex inter-
action with regards to positive attitudes towards peers.

To conclude, the Fill instrument has been useful in sorting
out age, sex and EaS differenes in compliant and non-compliant
attitudes in the classroom, as rated by peers. The most inter-
esting finding concerns the change in attitudes towards the teacher
figure, for it points out that, as far as Italy is concerned, stu-
dents' world-wide protest and discontent with the "system manifests
itself as early as at the eighth grade level. Further evidence of
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the early involvement of Italian students emerges from the correla-
tion study of the PNI and YIAPR instruments. The high correlation
found between negative behavior in the classroom and political in-
terests in the younger child, reflects the political activism which
characterizes students' protest around the world at the time of the
investigation.

Relationship Between PAR and PNI

A. Status

Aggressor's ratings. Of the 72 correlations between attitudes
toward aggressor's wrongness on the status indices and the PNI mea-
sures of classroom behavior, five correlations are significant for
girls and nine are significant for boys, making a total of 14 sig-
nificant correlations. The CAC index seems to be the most predictive
of classroom behavior for boys. No pattern emerges for the girls.
(See Table V)

Victim's ratings. Of the 72 correlations between the PAR victim's
rating of status and the PNI indices, six correlations are significant
for girls and five are significant for boys, for a total of 11 sig-
nificant correlations. For girls, the fourth-grade behavior seems
to be the most predictable. No such pattern emerges for the boys
(See Table V)

B. Set

Aggressor's ratings. Of the 216 correlations between the PAR set
indices and the PNI indices, 13 correlations are significant for girls
and 16 are significant for boys, for a total of 29 significant cor-
relations. Since this number is hardly more than one would expect
by chance, little can be gathered from the interpretation of these
data. (See Table VI)

Victim's ratings. Of the 216 victim's ratings, 16 are significant
for girls and 15 are significant for boys, for a total of 31 signifi-
cant correlations. Again, this number is little more than one would
expect by chance, and no strong pattern emerges here. (See Table VI)

C. Sex

Aggressor's ratings. Of the 96 correlations between the aggres-
sor's ratings of the PAR sex indices and the PNI indices, five correla-
tions are significant for girls and nine are significant for boys, for
a total of 14 significant correlations. The FAF PAR index appears to
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be most predictive of boys behavior. No pattern emerges for the cor-
relations involving girls. (See Table VII)

Victim's ratings. Of the 96 correlations between the victim's
ratings of the PAR sex indices and the PNI indices, one correlation
is significant for girls and four are significant for boys, making
a total of five significant correlations, or less than one would ex-
pect by chance. (See Table VII)

D. Summary

In general the PAR-PNI correlations for the Italian data are low,
and no strong pattern emerges.
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TABLE II

ITALY

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Positive Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

Total Positive Peer to Teacher Positive

Sex
SES Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi

PP+ 4 .96 .96 .96 .96 .84 .88 .82 .86

6 .96 .91 .94 .88 .86 .72 .78 .68

8
o

.87 .89 .88 .94 .62 .64 .62 .85

PT+ 61 4 .96 .98 .94 .97

6 .97 .94 .95 .95

8 .92 .92 .92 .98

p (.01. for all correlations.

TABLE III

ITALY

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Negative Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

Total Negative Peer to Teacher Negative

Sex
SES Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi

PP- 4 .92. -.97 .95 .96 .73 .89 .84 .87

6 .93 .86 .94 .93 .92 .66 .80 .76

ro

8 .87 .80 .91 .94 .64 .53 .74 .83

PT- 4 .94 .97 .97 .97

6 .97 .95 .95 .94
8 .93 .93 .95 .97

p < .01 for all correlations.
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Table V

Italy

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR Status
Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

PNI

AaC

Girls

CaA CaC AaC

Boys

CaA CaC

PP+ 4 -.01 .17 .24* .07 -.11 .03

6 -.00 .23* .10 .04 -.06 -.01
8 -.11 .21* .09 .03 .17 .26*

PT+ 4 -.02 .16 .20* .01 .05 .23*
0 6 .04 .17 .05 .07 .10 .11

t 8 -.18 .14 -.07 .04 .24* .27*

PP- 4 .19* -.08 -.07 -.06 -.11 -.19*
6 .13 -.07 -.09 .12 -.03 -.04
8 .06 -.01 -.02 .23* -.23* -.17

PT- 4 .06 -.13 -.11 .01 -.05 -.15
6 .18 -.10 -.08 .06 -.14 -.11

8 .16 -.05 .03 .21* -.27* -.17

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls Boys

-AaC CaA CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNI

PP+ 4 -.20* .25* .05 .13 .11 .07

6 -.16 .13 -.00 -.13 .14 -.01

8 -.16 .09 -.02 .03 .18 .04

PT+ 4 -.24* .22* .05 .10 .14 .11

4 6 -.14 .08 -.02 -.08 .07 .03

kw 8 -.21* -.07 -.06 -.07 .21* .04

PP-
C.,

4 -.01 -.17 -.13 .12 -.19 -.05
6 .05 -.03 .05 .06 -.22 .02

8 .10 -.08 -.11 .23* -.05 .23*

PT- 4 .08 -.25* -.11 .05 -.14 -.04
6 -.02 .01 .09 -.05 .16 -.30*
8 .03 .07 .00 .23* -.13 .18



TABLE VI

ITALY

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PH- 4 -.11 -.08 -.09 .11 .14 .28* .19* .13 .07

6 -.21* -.15 -.19 .15 -.00 .22* .13 .16 .24*

8 -.07 -.17 -.25* .07 .03 .12 .25* .07 .08

PT+0 4 -.09 -.08 -.13 .12 .10 .30* .17 .07 .12

Ig 6 -.11 -.12 -.12 .14 -.03 .14 .13 .11 .16

tID 8 -.12 -.08 -.08 -.15 -.06 -.04 .06 .12 .16

PP- 4 .28* .11 .18 .10 -.06 -.07 -.10 -.01 -.08

6 .32* .10 .09 .04 -.05 -.12 -.19 .05 -.06

8 -.02 .09 .13 -.01 -.09 .08 -.03 -.00 .05

PT- 4 .15 -.01 .09 -.00 -.00 -.13 -.16 -.02 -.11

6 .26* 05 .08 .14 -.03 -.14 -.23* -.02 -.04

8 .13 .01 .08 .15 .01 .04 .07 -.01 -.24*

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.03 .07 -.07 .14 .00 .05 -.12 -.09 -.07

6 -.09 .01 -.12 .13 -.02 .01 -.08 -.03 -.04

8 .10 -.09 .01 .04 .19 .24 .12 .12 .19

PT+ 4 -.19 -.07 -.17 .19 .12 .26* .07 .03 .01

41 6 -.09 .09 -.03 .12 .11 .08 .09 .02 .14

2 8 .05 -.16 .07 .07 .16 .27* .18 .18 .24*
CD

PP- 4 -.08 .10 .08 -.18 -.12 -.20* -.02 -.12 -.18

6 .17 .08 .19* .03 .06 -.14 -.11 -.14 .06

8 .14 .31* .28* .07 -.05 -.22* -.22* -.15 -.21*

PT- 4 .08 .12 .12 -.10 -.08 -.16 .Q4 -.06 -.15
6 .13 .06 .16 -.03 -.04 -.16 -.20* -.07 -.07

8 .14 .32* .29* .06 -.04 -.24* -.24* -.17 -.25*

*
p ;,<" .05.



TABLE VI (Con't)

ITALY

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.20* -.11 -.18 -.18 -.06 .15 .24* .24* .22*
6 -.14 -.19* -.15 -.13 -.06 .06 .16 .06 .11

8 -.04 -.18 -.13 -.18 .00 -.04 .13 -.00 .04

PT+ 4 -.26* -.16 -.21* -.19 -.04 .12 .21* .21* .19
m 6
-o

-.15 -.15 -.14 -.08 -.04 .01 .12 .01 .06

m 8 -.18 -.27* -.12 -.23* -.07 -.05 -.07 -.07 -.04

PP
0
- 4 -.12 .00 .02 .02 -.16 -.07 -.16 -.22* -.11

6 -.06 .05 .04 .12 .11 -.02 -.05 -.00 -.00

8 .09 .20* .08 .03 -.12 -.08 -.08 -.10 -.03

PT- 4 .04 .10 .08 .06 -.11 -.10 -.22* -.27* -.22*
6 -.06 .04 -.01 -.04 .13 .03 -.00 .02 .04

8 .02 .09 .02 -.01 .04 -.03 .09 .10 -.02

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 .02 -.04 .07 .09 .11 .13 .15 .05 .20*
6 -.08 -.08 -.17 -.10 .01 -.03 .34 .12 .09

8 .04 .02 .07 -.02 .03 .05 .12 .17 .22*

PT+ 4 .09 .02 .14 .13 .11 .03 .09 .07 .16

6 -.02 -.09 -.11 -.05 -.03 .07 .07 .07 .03

2 8 -.01 -.04 -.C8 -.0,3 .02 .06 .18 .13 .23*
0

PP- 4 .08 .10 .16 .06 -.12 .01 -.24* -.08 -.16

6 .04 .00 .06 .09 -.05 .09 -.18 -.21* -.23*

8 .14* .18* .25* .21* .16 .15 -.12 .01 -.12

PT- 4 .05 .06 .13 -.04 -.06 -.01 -.17 -.08 -.10

6 .08 .06 .14 .19 -.14 -.03 -.27* -.30* -.26*
8 .13 .18 .26* .24* .17 .13 -.10 -.06 -,10

*
.05.
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Table VII

Italy

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR Sex
Indices and I'NI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Girls

MaM MaF FaM FaF

PHI

Boys

MaM MaF FaM FaF

PP+ 4 .23* .11 .21* .05 -.04 .11 .04 -.04

6 .09 -.02 .20* .14 .01 -.02 .04 -.01

8 .08 .27* -.10 .03 .21* .13 .07 .22*

PT+ 4 .1[3 .05 .23* -.00 .10 .25* .11 .11

0 6 .11 -.02 .11 .13 .10 .01 .19 .13

0 8 -.03 .06 -.15 -.18 .27* ,10 .13 .23*

PP- v 4 .04 .00 .08 .02 -.04 -.21* -.08 -.23*

6 -.07 .07 -.09 .05 -.01 .03 -.12 .12

8 .00 -.09 .12 .03 -.16 .01 .01 .02

PT- 4 -.08 -.08 -.06 .01 .04 -.14 .01 -.16

6 -.07 .10 -.02 -.02 -.08 .02 -.22* .01

8 .08 .08 .09 .14 -.25* .09 -.03 .23*

PAR Victim Ratings

Masi

Girls

MaF Fail FaF HeM

Boys

HnF FaM FaF

PN I

PP+ 4 .06 .03 .04 .01 .18 .08 .14 .12

6 -.0 .04 -.06 -.06 -.03 -.04 .03 .00

8 -.00 -.09 -.12 -.11 .12 .08 .04 .07

PT+ 4 .01 .02 .02 -.02 .20* .05 .13 .12

6 .01 -.01 .01 -.08 -.05 .12 -.07 -.02

2 8 -.14 -.24* -.18 -.15 .04 .06 .01 .01

PP- 4 -.19 -.09 -.09 -.11 -.14 .03 -.07 .01

6 -.00 .06 .04 .09 -.04 -.01 -.09 -.08

8 -.05 .02 -.04 .00 .12 .21* .22* .24*

PT- 4 -.14 -.10 -.10 -.13 -.15 .01 -.08 .02

6 .02 .06 .02 .05 -.11 -.08 -.09 -.08

8 .06 .06 .04 .05 .10 .17 .17 .16

*
P $ .05
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Introduction

One conclusion which may be safely drawn from the PNI data
is that these Japanese children, in their classrooms, do not col-
lectively recognize themselves to be divided into mutually ex-
clusive groups of "compliers" and "non-compliers." The PNI also
reveals some additional information concerning the "sixth grade
question," indicating that ambiguity concerning positive vs. nega-
tive behavior is highest at this age.

Positive Ratings

Total Positive index

Examination of the total positive index scores shows only
one significant effect, an interaction between SES and grade.
Upper class children were more frequently cited for their co-
operative behavior in the fourth and eighth grades, while lower
class children were nominated more frequently in the sixth grade.
None of the main sampling variables age, sex, or SES had any
significant effect on the total positive index. (See Table I,
Figures 1 and 2).

These findings do not fully support the common belief that
middle class children, irrespective of their age, are more co-
operative than are lower class children, that girls pre more
obedient crrl a?r.,qble than are boys, and that adolescent chil-
dren have more conflicts, are less cooperative and more aggres-
sive than young children. An explanation for this curious
pattern will be offered after the description of the individual
positive indices.

Peer-to-Pee.: and Peer-to-Teacher Positive Indices

A. Age Differences

An examination of the tables for peer-to-pear and peer-to-
teacher scores for the compliant indices shows the. C.11 SES x grade
interaction observed for the total positive index is also signi-
ficant for the peer -tc-peer positive index. In the sixth grads
lower class children reco?.vei their highest scores for compliance
toward peers. This is true for both boys and girls.

The scores of compliant behavior directed toward the teacher
show a sex a grade interaction effect. In the sixth grade boys
in each social status group received more nominations for compliant



JA -2

behavior than do girls. Whereas girls received more nominations
in the fourth and eighth grade. It may be that sixth grade boys
enjoy special respect from their class mates because they are in
the highest grade of the primary school; but this does not ex-
plain the general sex difference, nor does it explain why pro-
nounced compliance toward peers is more evident among lower
status sixth grade children than among their higher status counter-
parts.

B. Sex Differences

Sex had no significant effect on any of the positive index
nomination, except on interaction with age.

These findings contradict earlier research in the United
States indicating girls exhibit more good behavior than boys,
irrespective of their age.

C. SES Differences.

Socioeconomic status alone did not significantly effect
either peer-to-peer or peer-to-teacher positive indices. How-
ever, an SES x grade interaction is significant for the peer-
to-peer compliant behavior. Higher SES children are rated by
their classmates to be more cooperative in the fourth and eighth
grades, but this relationship is reversed in the sixth grade
where lower class children are rated as being more positive. A
similar trend appears for peer-to-teacher nominations although
this interaction does not reach significance. These findings do
not support earlier research in the United States indicating
lower class children are more conforming toward authority figures.

D. Correlations Among Total Positive, Peer-to-Peer Positive, and
Peer-to-Teacher Positive Ratings

The correlations between total positive and peer-to-peer
positive indices were high, ranging from .71 to .95. The cor-
relations between total positive scores and peer-to-teacher posi-
tive scores were also high, ranging between .87 and .93. As
would be expected, correlations between the two independent in-
aces, peer-to-peer positive, and peer-to-teacher positive, were
somewhat lower, ranging from .28 to .84. (See Table II). These
findings indicate there is a rather strong tendency for children
to generalize their positive behavior to both teachers and peers.

The correlations for sixth grade clAdren were consistently
lower than those of the fourth and eighth grade children, suggesting



that both boys and girls as they reached the senior year of primary
school differentiated more in terms of their positive behavior pat-
terns, whereas children in the eighth grade seemed to regress to
their judgements of a general positive behavior pattern with the
possible exception of the upper SES children. In the eighth grade
the correlations between the two independent positive indices
were lower for the upper social class children than they were
for the lower social class children. This pattern does not
occur in the fourth or sixth grade. This correlational pattern
may be determined by the beginning of an adolescent rebellion
in which children get into a less compliant stage, having mixed
attitudes toward people.

There was no pattern of boys' correlations being always
either higher or lower than girls'. Both sexes were similar in
demonstrating a relationship between social positive behavior
toward both classmates and teachers.

The low correlations between the two independent nominations
appearing with the sixth grade children probably indicates either
that the sixth grade children were able to differentiate two posi-
tive patterns toward peers or teachers or that the two sets of
questions were only partially understood by the sixth grade Japan-
ese sample.

Total Negative Index

Sex was thu most important sampling variable affecting the
total negative ratings. (See Table I and Figure 1). Boys, as
might be expected, were seen by their classmates to be signifi-
cantly more aggressive and dominant and less agreeable than
girls. These sex differences are probably due to differences
in the socialization process which are pervasive throughout most
of Japanese society. In spite of the fact that boys are taught
to be gentle, friendly, cooperative and helpful, they are expected,
to some extent by parents and teachers to take stout, independent
and assertive roles more frequently than girls, and are encouragP4
to defend themselves against illegitimate attacks by other boys.

The Total Negative Index, like the Total Positive Index, is
affected by an interaction between SES and grade. In this instance,
the lower SES children are more negative in the two primary grades,
while the upper SES children become more negative in the eighth
grade.

Peer -to -Peer and Peer -to- Teacher Ne ative Indices

A. Age Differences

Scores for noncompliant behavior show that age differences
were more significant for peer-to-teachex behavior than for peer-
to-peer behavior. Over the three grades, scores



JA-4

were more significant for peer-to-teacher behavior than for peer-
to-peer behavior. Over the three grades, scores for noncompliant
behavior toward peers showed almost no change, whereas one of the
striking findings in Table I is the effect of age upon the scores
of noncompliant behavior toward the teacher. For all groups, ex-
cept lower class boys, there is a regular and sizable increase
with age in noncompliant behavior toward the teacher. This is
especially notable for higher status girls. The noncompliant
behavior of lower class boys is high for all three grades.

Irrespective of whether this general increase in negative
behavior directed to the teacher is due to an absolute increase
in recalcitrant behavior toward authLity figr,is or merely to
subjects' greater attention to it, tb,. iistribution scores does
fit, more or less, with the hypothesi disengagement already
discussed in analyzing the data of the T'APR questionnaire.*

The SES x grade effect observed for tne total index is
evident in both the PP- and PT- indices, it grades four and
six, lower class children received more noncompliant nominations.
At the eighth grade higher class children received more noncom-
pliant nominations. The between grade differences are quite
small for the lower SES group while for the higher SES group
the noncompliance scores increased rather sharply with age.

B. Sex Differences

The significant sex difference observed for the total
negative index is present for both peer-to-peer and peer-to-
teacher indices. Boys are usually given more nominations for
their aggressive behavior than girls.

For the peer-to-peer nominations the children's judgement
of peer's aggressive antisocial conduct was also significantly
affected by sex. Boys tended to receive more non - cooperative
nominations from their classmates than did girls for each grade
and each social class. The difference between the two sexes was
greatest in the sixth grade.

C. SES Differences

The significant SES x Grade interaction observed for the

*
See Hoshino, A. 1969, chapter 5. Japanese data, page 17-18,

in Hess, R. and Tapp,'4une. Authority rules and aggression: A
cross-national study of the socialization of children into com-
pliance systems, Part 1. U.S. Dept. of Health, Education and
Welfare.
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total negative index is also seen in the peer-to-peer index. In

the eighth grade, higher SES children anpeared to be more aggres-
sive and noncompliant than lower SES children, whereas the lower
SES children are far more negative than their higher SES peers
in fourth and sixth grades.

D. Correlations Among the Negative Indices

All the correlations between the negative indices were
significant, ranging from .33 to .96. (See Table III). The
fact that the correlation coefficients are lowest for sixth
graders may be associated with the question raised in the pre-
ceding paragraph, but it also indicates that the sixth grade
children are able to discriminate peers' aggressive noncompliant
behavior in the classroom in terms of whether or not the be-
havior is directed toward their classmates or toward the teacher.
The eighth grade children seemed to generalize various types of
noncompliant behavior as one global set of negative attitudes,
while the fourth grade children appeared to be intermediate
between these two extremes. There is no very consistent pattern
of sex or social class differences to be seen in these correla-
tions.

Summary

Correlations Between Positive and Negative Ratings

Sixty -one of the 108 correlations shown in Table IV are
statistically significant. fhe Table contains information per-
tinent to the phenomena of the sixth grade children. Twenty-
nine of the coefficients in this Table are positive, though
usually small in magnitude, signifying instances where chil-
dren who were nominated for their positive behavior are slightly
more likely to be nominated for negative behavior as well.
Twenty-one of these positive coefficients appear in the sixth
grade. And 17 out of a possible 18 of these involve lower
class children. This indicates that sixth grade Japanese,
particularly those of lower class, do not collectively re-
cognize themselves to be divided into mutually exclusive
groups of "compliers" and "noncompliers" but are likely to
nominate the same children as exhibiting both types of be-
haviors. Slightly more than half of the correlations in Table
IV are negative (57 out of 108). There were 20 negative cor-
relations which did not reach the significant level. There
was no difference in the magnitude of correlations observed
by sex or SES.
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Negative correlations between the peer-to-teacher positive
and peer-to-teacher negative indices were generally higher than
those between the peer-to-peer positive and the peer-to-peer
negative indices, with the eAception of sixth grade girls and
high SES eighth grade boys. This indicates that aggressive be-
havior directed at the teacher is more consistently and pre-
dictably recognized as a general negative style on the part of
the children than similar aggressive behavior directed toward
peers.

There were five out of twelve instances of significant
correlations between peer-to-peer positive and peer-to-peer
negative indices. Children, Apparently, may be judged at the
same time to be positive and cooperative to some classmates while
behaving negatively or aggressively to other members of their
Blass. The.average:size-mlfmJapanese classrooms ranges!from-35 to 50.
children. Children form small informal groups which have strong
affiliative ties. This may result in differential treatment
of different classmates, depending upon whether they belong to
these closed friendship groups or not. It seems also possible
what children's evaluations of peer-to-peer behavior areklikely
to be affected by personal preferences and teachers' daily eval-
uations of the children in terms of intelligence, academic
achievement, leadership, sense of humor, and other qualities of
the aeudents.

Relationships Between PAR and PNI:
Wrongness Judgements and Classroom Behavior

The PAR-PNI correlations articulate relations between chil-
drens' attitudes toward aggressive interpersonal exchanges and
their overt expressions of compliant or noncompliant behavior
in the classroom. The PAR-PNI correlational analysis involved
the status, status-role and sex PAR indices. In general the
PNI indices correlate only with the PAR aggressors ratings.
The number of correlations between PNI indices and PAR victims
ratings are no more than one would expect by chance. The fol-
lowing discussion will, therefore, involve only the PAR aggres-
sor ratings.

A. Status Indices

An examination of Table I:I shows: that 18 of the 72 cor-
relations between PNI indices and PAR status indices are signi-
ficant at .05 level. There are nine significant correlations
for positive indices and nine for negative indices. For the
eighth grade girls the PT+ index correlates with all three
status indices, for the aggressors ratings. The PP+ index did
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not correlate with any of the status indices for the sixth grade
boys, or the fourth grade girls. For the fourth grade boys the
PP+ index correlates with two status,inctices::CAA.aneCACFor the
sixth grade girls it correlates with the AAC index.

The PT- index correlates with the CAA and the CAC PAR in-
dices for fourth and sixth grade girls, with the M.0 index for
fourth grade boys, and with the CAC index for sixth grade boys
and girls. For the eighth grade children there are no signifi-
cant correlations between the peer-to-teacher ,Negative index and
any of the PAR status indices.

Among the three status indices the child-attacking-child
(CAC) index was the most predictive of classroom behavior for
boys, while the adult-attacking-child (AAC) index is the most
predictive for girls. There were three significant correlations
between PP+ indices and two of the status indices (CAA and CAC)
for the fourth grade boys but only one for the sixth grade girls
(AAC). The PP- index correlated with the PAR AAC index for both
boys and girls in the fourth grade, but it correlated only for
boys in sixth grade. The PP- index did not correlate with any
of the PAR status indices for the eighth grade children.

B. Set Indices

There are 216 correlations between the PNI indices and the
aggressors ratings of the PAR status-role indices. Out of these
216 possibilities there are 48 significant correlations, 25 for
girls and 23 for boys. (See Table VI).

For girls the peer-to-teacher behavior, either positive or
negative, appeared to be more predictive of aggressors ratings
of the PAR status-role indices than peer-to-peer behavior. There
are seven significant correlations between PT+ index and the PAR
status-role indices for eighth grade girls while the PT- index
correlated with five of the status-role indices for sixth grade
girls.

Of the PAR. status-role indices, the teacher scolding children
index was generally the most predictive for girls, since half of
the 12 PAR-PNI correlations for girls in the fourth and eighth
grades are significant. The parent-hits-child index correlated
significantly with three of the PAR indices but only for sixth
grade girls. The child-scolds-parents and child-scolds-teacher
indices correlated significantly with peer-to-teacher positive
behavior for eighth grade girls while the same two PAR indices
correlated significantly with peer-to-teacher negative behavior
for fourth and sixth grade girls. The child scolds policeman
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index correlates with peer-to-teacher negative behavior only for
sixth grade girls and with both peer-to-teacher positive and peer-
to-peer positive behavior for eighth grade girls.

For the boys both peer-to-teacher positive and peer-to-
peer positive indices were significantly correlated with most of
the PAR status-role indices for the fourth grade children. For
the boys there are 18 significant correlations at the fourth
grade, five at the sixth grade and none at the eighth grade,
while for girls there are nine significant correlations for the
fourth grade, six for the sixth grade and three for the eighth
grade.

C. Sex Indices

Table VII shows that there are 23 significant correlations
out of 96 instances between the PNI indices and the PAR sex in-
dices. Of these significant correlations, 12 are for girls and
11 for boys.

For the girls peer-to-teacher positive ratings were cor-
related most frequently with the PAR aggressor ratings of the
sex indices; (6 significant correlations out of 12). The peer-
to-teacher negative index shows more significant correlations
with the PAR sex indices than the peer-to-peer positive and
peer-to-teacher positive indices.

The sixth grade children appeared to be most predictable
in their classroom behavior; they showed 8 significant correla-
tions between PAR sex indices and PNI indices: 3 with PT+,
3 with PT- and 1 for each of the peer-to-peer ratings). The

eighth grade girls showed four significant correlations be-
tween the PAR sex indices and the PNI indices while no signi-
ficant correlations appeared for the fourth grade girls.

For boys both positive PNI indices correlated with the
PAR sex indices better than either of the negative PNI indices,
especially for the fourth graders. The peer-to-peer indices
correlated in only two instances with the sex indices (PP- with
FAF and HAM).

Among the PAR sex indices the indices depicting cross-sex
aggression were more frequently correlated with the PNI than
indices depicting within-sex aggression.

The predictability of boys' behavior from PAR indices
again decreased as they grew older. For boys there are six
significant correlations for fourth graders, four for sixth
graders and one for eighth graders.



TABLE I

SUMMA4V MEANS AND STANGARD DtVIATICNS fOR PNI INDICES.

GRCLP PEPCPTEC

PEER TO PEER POSITIVE

GLESIIONS
6013,17,20

N MEAN S.D.

PEER TO TEACHER POSITIVE

QUESTIONS
5.7,10014

N MEAN S.D.

TOTAL POSITIVE

QUESTIONS
5,60.10013,14.17,20

N MtAN S.O.

GRACE 4, TCTAL 212. 9.22 7.75 212. 9.77 9.99 212. 9.49 8.42
SES 103. 6.87 6.34 103. 8.90 10.87 103. 7.91 8.14
SES 2 109. 11.56 9.17 109. 10.63 9.12 109. 11.07 8.69
GIRLS 108. 9.25 7.96 108. 12.83 12.26 108. 11.09 9.65
ECYS 104. 9.18 7.55 104. 6.70 7.73 104. 7.89 7.18

GRACE E, 1CTAL 2/4. 12.97 8.23 214. 11.05 10.96 214. 11.95 8.32
SES 1 110. 15.38 9.13 110. 12.40 11.05 110. 13.82 8.56
SES 2 104. 10.55 7.33 104. 9.71 10.87 104. 10.09 8.09
GIRLS 110. 12.48 8.40 110. 9.34 10.49 110. 10.86 8.23
ecys 104. 13.45 8.06 104. 12.77 11.43 104. 13.04 8.41

GRACE Pg TCTAL 2C5. 12.12 8.80 205. 11.98 12.07 205. 12.05 9.28
SES 1 Sce 11.116 10.37 99. 10.34 12.98 99. 10.67 10.69
StS 2 106. 13.08 7.24 106. 13.61 11.17 106. 13.42 7.87
GIRLS
ecys

98.
107.

11.54
12.10

9.03
8.57

98.
107.

13.17
10.78

12.8.0._-
11.34

98.
107.

12.36
11.74

10.1)0
8.57

TCTAL SES 1 312. 11.14 8.61 312. 10.55 11.63 312. 10.80 9.13
TCTAL SES 2 319. 11.73 7.91 319. 11.32 10.38 319. 11.53 8.21

TCTAL GIRLS 316. 11.09 8.46 316. 11.78 11.85 316. 11.44 9.29
TCTAL ecys 31.5. 11.78 8.06 315. 10.08 10.17 315. 10.89 8.05

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

PEER TC PEER NEGATIVE
CLEST1CNS

4,9.11.15018

PEER TO TEACHER NEGATIVE
CUESTIONS

8,12.16019.21

TOTAL NLGATIVE
QUESTIONS 4,8.9,11.
121.15.16.18.19.21

GPCLP PEFtRIEC N MEAN S.D. N MEAN S.O. N MFAN 5.0..

GRACE 4, ICTAL 212. 10.66 10.60 212. 9.63 11..46 212. 10.21 10.18
SES 1 ICI. 13.58 12.03 103. 12.96 13.91 103. 13.27 11.83
SES 2 109. 7.74 9.18 109. 6.30 9.00 109. 7.14 8.53
CIRLS
ecys

108.
104.

7.21
14.11

7.42
13.78

108.
104.

5.50
13.77

7.84
15.08

108.
104.

6.41
14.01

6.90
13.47

GRACE E. TCTAL 214. 11.53 10.64 214. 12.29 10.92 214. 11.98 9.35
SES 1 110. 14.58 11.89 110. 12.84 10.43 110. 13.79 9.54
SES 2 104. 8.48 9.38 1104. 11.74 11.41 104. 10.17 9.15
GIRLS
ecys

110.
.104.

7.53
15.53

6.63
14.64

110.
104.

8.93
15.65

7.37
14.47.

110.
104.

8.32
15.64

5.96
12.73

GRACE e. TCTAL 205. 11.42 9.37 205. 11.66 13.05 205. 14.50 10.48
5E5 1 S9. 10.01 9.93 99. 16.78 15.28 99. 13.39 11.97
SES 2 106. 12.82 8.81 106. 18.55 10.82 106. 15.60 8.98
GIRLS 98. 9.98 8.60 98. 14.98 11.74 98. 12.43 9.84
ECYS 107. 12.86 10.15 107. 20,35 14.36 107. 16.57 11.11

ICTAL SES 1 312. 12.73 11.28 312. 14.19 13.21 312. 13.48 11.12
ICTAL SES 2 319. 9.68 9.12 319. 12.20 10.41 319. 10.97 8.89

1CTAL CIRLS 318. 8.24 7.55 316. 9.80 8.98 316. 9.05 7.56
1CTAL ECYS 315. 14.17 12.86 315. 16.59 14.63 315. 15.40 12.44

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS SEX GRADE SEX SEX



gag
M

O
M

11

C
IS

E
fft

I
W

I
N

N
192{%

in
pieraigea

M
al

as

9

Igor -
asiggna

0
0
O

0
0
.
Z

0
0
1
7

0
0
'
9

0
0
9

0
0
*
G
1

0
0
'
Z
I

O
l
!
,

0091

O
w

ei

0ooz

ocizz

goes/z

onenz

gz

O
irof

00ezE

O
getf

oc9E

m
eg

00nk

S
anw

a
I3.3

=
um

01199
II

M
O

M
M

O
S

laugal
M

A
L

A
L

=
V

S
gam

m
en

=
nal=

In=
LIV

E
S

efre20

00'n

rgaV
r grg
-

sm
aau

00.Z 00

00e9

ow
e

m
ol

00ezt

°vett

o
o
.
0
1

o
r
e
'

o
o
o
z

n
o
z
z

o
0
-
f
a

o
o
-
e
z

00e0(

ow
n

out(

m
'9(

aolli
-

O
W
N



JA

Table II

Japan

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Positive Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

Sex

SES

Total Positive
Girls i3oys

Low High Low High

Peer to Teacher Positive
Girls Boys

Low High Low High

PP+ 4 .92 .94 .90 .95 .83 .79 .72 .78

4 6
et,

ti5 8

.89

.95

.75

.77

.71

.84

.89

.78

.57

.84

.41

.46

.28

.51

.69

.44

PT+ 4 .98 .95 .95 .93

6 .88 .91 .87 .94

8 .97 .92 .89 .91

Table III

Jaoan

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Negative Behavior by Grade, SES, Ses

Sex

SES

Total Negative
Girls Boys

Low High Low High

Peer to Teacher Negative
Girls Boys

Low High Low High

PP- 4 .90 .90 .90 .96 .68 .53 .66 .84

4 6 .89 .68 .86 .64 .50 .33 .43 .64

15' 8 .95 .95 .89 .84 .85 .84 .72 .51

PT- 4 .93 .84 .92 .96

6 .83 .91 .83 .91

8 .94 .97 .96 .89

All correlations in Tables II and III are significant.
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Table IV

Japan

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings
of Positive and Negative Behavior

Sex

Peer
to

Peer
Positive

Peer
to

Teacher
Positive

Total
Positive

Peer to Peer Negative Peer to Teacher Negative Total Negative
Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys

Grade SES 1.SES 2 SES 1 SES 2 SES 1 SES 2 SES 1 SES 2 SES 1 SES 2 SES 1 SES 2

4 -.21* -.11 .03 -.41* -.19* -.24* -.19* -.39* -.22* -.17 -.09 -.42*

6 .06 -.08 .05 -.30* .09 .33* .04 -.31* .07 .21* .05 -.34*

8 -.33* -.09 -.22* -.17 -.15 -.20* -.05 .04 -.23 -.16 -.12 -.07

4 -.29* -.18* -.02 -.36* -.40* -.23* -.34* -.42* -.39* -.21* -.20* -.41*

6 .18* -.04 .24* -.06 .05 -.13 -.02 -.20* .13 -.14 .14 -.15

8 -.40* -.46* -.33* .21 -.32* -.50* -.33* .14 -.36* -.51* -.36* .20*

4 -.27* -.16 -.00 -.41* -.34* -.25* -.30* -.43* -.34* -.21* -.17 -.44*

6 .12 -.08 .20* -.17 .07 .05 .01 -.27* .11 -.01 .12 -.25*

8 -.38* -.37* -.32* .06 -.25* -.46* -.23* .11 -.31* -.44* -.28* .10

*
p $ .05



JA
Table V

Japan

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Status Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Girls Boys
AaC CaA CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNI

PP+ 4 -.01 .10 .12 .03 .30* .27*
6 -.26* -.09 -.04 -.08 -.09 -.09
8 -.11 -.14 -.13 .02 -.03 .00

PT+ 4 -.07 .03 .13 .02 .23* .24*
,o 6 -.18* -.14 -.08 ,.17 -.12 -.10
o
w 8 -.22* -.25* -.23* .05 .05 .03

PP- 4 .23* -.01 -.01 .21* .05 .11

6 -.07 .03 .00 .07 -.00 .23*
8 .08 .01 -.04 .15 -.03 .06

PT- 4 .07 -.20* -.20* .30* -.03 .04

6 -.15 -.24* -.22* .13 -.03 .18*
8 .05 .14 .04 .14 -.00 .06

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls Boys
AaC CaA CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNI

PP+ 4 .01 -.07 -.02 -.04 -.18* -.08
6 .25* -.13 -.02 .08 .07 -.11

8 .11 -.02 .15 -.04 -.08 .11

PT+ 4 -.14 -.02 -.03 -.02 -.09 -.07
,c)

o
6 .06 -.01 -.04 .02 .02 -.08
8 .08 .11 .21* -.09 -.13 .08

c.,

PP- 4 -.09 -.01 .05 .01 .00 -.11

6 .02 -.13 .02 -.04 -.02 .01

8 .01 .21* .10 -.01 .06 .02

PT- 4 -.07 -.07 -.00 -.08 .05 -.06
6 .05 -.05 .07 .00 .02 .03

8 -.03 .15 .10 -.10 .03 -.06

*
p .05
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Table VI

Japan

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

PNI

TsC PosC PsC
Girls

PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PP+ 4 -.16 -.11 -.08 .10 .07 .13 .11 .10 .05
6 -.16 -.14 -.16 -.25* -.06 -.02 -.12 -.06 -.07
8 -.14 -.12 -.04 -.07 -.16 -..06 -.09 -.20* -.13

PT+ 4 -.20* -.11 -.09 .C2 .08 .14 .04 .02 -.01

4 6 -.03 -.08 -.12 -.20* -.04 -.10 -.17 -.08 -.12
2 8 -.27* -.22* -.20* -.07 -.26* -.13 -.21* -.32* -.22*

PP- 4 .32* .23* .16 .13 -.09 .09 -.00 .01 -.02
6 .02 -.11 -.01 -.09 -.10 -.13 .01 .09 -.01

8 .31* .11 .17 -.10 .04 -.10 .01 .02 -.03

PT- 4 .21* -.16 .02 -.01 -.21* -.09 -.21* -.15 .21*
6 -.02 -.12 -.05 -.17* -.12 -.26* -.21* -.23* -.27*
8 .25* .05 .18* -.01 .13 -.06 .13 .16 .10

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Boys
TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 .01 -.09 -.12 .17* ,24* .19* .26* .32* .31*
6 .02 -.01 -.04 -.10 -.12 -.02 -.11 -.03 -.09
8 -,02 .06 -.08 .10 -.04 .04 -.05 -.00 -.01

PT+ 4 -.03 -.16 -.19* .17* .18* . .22* .21* .23* .23*
4,1) 6 -.06 -.15 -.18* -.12 -.12 -.03 -.19* -.04 -.08
2 8 .05 .09 -.08 .12 .07 -.03 .07 .02 .02
0

PP- 4 .10 .09 .18* .18* -.01 .19* .05 .07 .01

6 .14 .01 .16 -.02 .24* .09 .01 -.02 .01

8 .11 .18 .12 .11 .11 -.02 .00 -.04 -.07

PT- 4 .17 .27* .36* .15 .01 .04 -.05 -.00 -.01

6 -.01 .19 .26* .04 .21* .04 -.02 -.07 .01

8 .04 .14 .12 .12 .10 -.01 -.01 .01 -.00

*
p .05
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Table VI (Cont'd)

Japan

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls
TsC PosC rsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PP+ 4 .03 .14 .04 -.08 -.00 -.03 -.07 -.08 -.06
6 .30* .20* .21* .19* .07 -.12 -.08 -.19* -.12
8 .00 .14 .15 .02 .10 .16* -.03 -.06 :04

PT+ 4 .11 .22* .18* .02 .06 -.09 -.02 -.04 .00

4 6 .14 .09 .02 .03 -.01 -.06 -.03 .03 -.01

2 8 .04 .11 .01 .11 .11 .25* .05 .16 .12
0

PP- 4 -.01 -.05 -.10 -.12 .05 -.05 -.02 -.03 .04

6 .06 -.03 .06 -.05 .01 .03 -.06 -.18* -.16

8 -.03 -.03 -.01 .04 .12* .06 .17 .19* .22*

PT- 4 .04 -.07 -.10 -.10 .09 -.07 .08 .02 .07

6 .03 .03 .08 .02 .06 .06 -.01 -.12 -.05
8 -.11 -.00 -.06 .02 .10 .09 .12 .14 .16

PAR Victim Ratings

Boys
TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.02 -.02 -.07 -.05 -.14 -.00 -.15 -.18 -.18
6 .15 .14 -.04 .07 -.04 -.15 .03 .10 .08
8 -.06 -.06 -.06 .02 .02 .17 -.08 -.05 -.07

PT+ 4 -.05 .04 .06 -.10 -.08 -.02 -.06 -.12 -.09
49 6 -.02 .02 -.02 .08 .04 -.18* -.01 .05 .04

2 8 -.20 -.12 -.04 -.01 -.03 .17 -.06 -.12 -.21
0

PP- 4 .03 .05 .04 -.05 .04 -.20* .00 -.04 .03

6 -.01 .00 -.08 -.05 -.03 .04 -.03 -.00 -.01
8 .04 -.04 -.04 .02 -.03 .06 .10 .0 -.03

PT- 4 .02 -.06
6 .09 .05
8 -.02 -.14

-.08
-.01

-.08

-.08
-.06
-.09

.08

-.02
-.10

-.15

.00

.06

.05

.06

.04 .03

.00 -.02

.04 -.04

*
.05
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Table VII

Japan

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Sex Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

PNI

MaM
Girls

Mar FaM FaF MaM
Boys

MaF FaM FaF

PP4- 4 .13 .03 .14 .07 .26* .26* .23* .16
6 -.18* -.17 -.11 -.17 -.11 .05 -.19* -.11

8 -.12 -.09 -.18* -.12 -.08 -.00 -.01 .11

PI+ m 4 .11 .07 .02 -.01 .20* .18* .18 .16

.g 6 -.18* -.20* -.10 -.18* -.08 -.10 -.23* -.23*
t.4 8 -.28* -.20* -.28* -.16 -.08 -.14 .15 .21*

PP- 4 .09 .12 .02 .02 .15 .18* .07 .13

6 -.01 -.08 .04 -.00 -.00 .03 .20* .10

8 .01 .07 -.05 -.02 .02 .02 .13 .10

PT- 4 -.14 -.14 -.15 -.14 .06 .13 .08 .12

6 -.25* -.20* -.22* .25* .08 .12 .11 .05
8 .10 .12 .01 .04 .05 .02 .11 .10

PAR Victim Ratings

Girls Boys
MaM MaF FaM FaF MaM MaF FaM FaF

PNI

PH- 4 -.01 .01 -.11 .01 -.09 -.12 -.05 -.17

6 .15 .06 -.01 .00 .07 -.06 .08 -.06
8 .04 .08 .08 .10 .01 .00 .00 -.02

PT+ 4 .09 .05 -.01 .06 -.04 -.04 -.02 -.13

.86 .04 .07 -.08 -.03 .03 -.05 .08 -.09
2 8 .08 .08 .22* .17 -.11 .06 -.11 .09

PP- 4 -.06 -.10 -.02 .01 .02 -.05 -.07 -.04
6 -.00 .07 -.15 -.02 -.06 .11 -.16 .02

8 .17 .08 .08 .06 -.02 .11 -.08 .12

PT- 4 -.09 .01 -.00 -.01 -.01 -.05 -.06 -.02
6 .02 .04 -.01 .08 -.02 .12 -.08 .03

8 .08 .08 .11 -.00 -.05 -.02 -.07 -.02

p .05
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Introduction

Th two worHs of children include that of adults and that
of peers. In the school and in the classroom, these worlds are
represented by teachers and classmates. Compliance in the school
setting involves internalized, cooperative, rule-abiding, positive
action toward peers and teachers; non-compliance focuses on de-
viant, rule-breaking negative behavior--also internalized. Stan-
dards for acceptance and/or rejection of specific and overt be-
haviors to peers and to teachers are, in part, learned in the
natural milieus of the classroom and playground. In turn, these
standards are reinforced by particular sanctions regarding norma-
tive classroom behavior.

The roles and jurisdictions of teachers and children are
established and differentiated through the process of socializa-
tion in the school. Teachers and peers, in addition to parents,
constitute primary socializing agents in childhood (Clausen, 1968;
Parsons, 195. The teacher-pupil and the pupil-pupil relation-
ships, like the parent-child one, play a dominant role in the pre-
paration of children for membership in society through the incul-
cation of certain culturally-acceptable rules and behaviors.

In the U.S., the period from kindergarten through grade
8 is a critical time for socializing compliance to the social
systems of society, particularly the school. There is consensus
about the "proper" attitudes toward peers and teachers, authority
and rules. The school, acting in loco parentis and generally
sharing, modifying and reinforcing the family's values, functions
as an acculturating agent. Although there is some variability
due to local control of the school systems, this acculturation
is accomplished in the public schools during a period of com-
pulsory attenanne for all children from 5 to 13 years of age,
6 to 7 hours a day, 5 days a week, and 36 weeks a year in a
classroom of epproximately 30 to 35 students. Traditionally
Car.: teaohar in the first 6 years is a woman with whom the stu-
dents remain for ona year. The class, composed of age-peers of
both sexes, is drmin from the neighborhood which is typically
homogeneous. During the grammar school period, students ob-
serve certain sanctions and restrictions that apply only to
them and primarily in th:l.s context (Freidenberg, 1963). For
this reason, the public school system is regarded by some as
"authoritarian." However, although specific classroom climates
may vary by commitment to traditional or progressive modes of
instruction, all school systems would proclaim the values of
equality, democracy, and individuality.

Also, in the United States the school is a crucial
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instrumentality for preparing ethnic minorities, immigrants and
the underprivileged--the crucially iuenperienced--for social,
economic, and occupational achievement and mobility in the larger
society. However, evidence indicates that the school histori-
cally has favored the economically-advantaged over the culturally-
deprived.

Recent federal legislation and governmental programs have
sought to "equalize" educational opportunity. The Supreme Court's
1954, Brown vs. Board of Education decision on racial integration
had great impact on school curriculum and administration. Since
then, there has been increasing recognition on a national level
of the psychological costs of prejudice and discrimination as well
as an increase in the influence blacks have exercised on the school
systems and other institutions of society. The push for equal
opportunity and power has been sustained by (1) a motive to eli-
minate subcultures of poverty and sub-cultures of racial-ethnic
subserviences, and (2) the development of civil rights and black
separatism movements which stress ethnic identity and economic
self-sufficiency and security in an attempt to avoid the syndrome
of self-hate, inferiority, and denigration (Clark, 1965; Pettigrew,
1964). Although the spirit of protest and the feeling of efficacy
increase, there remains a history of alienation.

The present research was undertaken in 1965 -1966, after the
initial civil rights surge but before the emergence of an aggres-
sive black power movement. Both black and white public school
children were sampled. The majority of the low SES, black child-
ren resided in ghettos; the high SES blacks in integrated, pro-
fessional, or progressive, i.e., "forwarding looking," neighbor-
hoods. Some white children lived in transitional racial coulmuni..
ties, others in essentially ethnically homogeneous, i.e., "lily-
white," situations. The two U.S. research groups represented the
typical array of ethnic mLxtures found in schools and communities
today and therefore might be expected to reflect children's dif-
fering perspectives on the school system and their varying class-
room copying styles.

'lith age, as children's view of the teacher and tha im-
plicit or assumed power of the teacher role change so may their
classroom behavior. Older children are more questioning of the
teacher-pupil relationship as well as the school power structure.
Deterrence introduced by teachers seems less powerful, compelling,
or "injurious" than by the peer group. Non-compliant, aggressive
behavior becomes a justified form of expression even among low
SES children who may feel awed and frustrated by the middle class
orientation of the schoolroom. Boys seem more willing to test
the teachers' unwillingness to tolerate typically "masculine,"



US-3

i.e., disruptive, boisterous, assertive, behavior. Although
girls may continue to be less aggressive, better-behaved, and
more readily adaptive to routines (Friedenberg, 1963) than
boys, both sexes with maturity seem to have higher regard for
classmates and an increased skepticism regarding the viability
of teachers' demands for compliant, positive, or cooperative
behavior. For older children peers become more important for
behavior and more influential in children's decision-making
and in their achieving goals.

To measure the effect of age, sex, and SES on children's
behavior, the Peer Nomination Inventory (PNI) was administered
in the classroom. The PNI is a peer-rating, sociometric instru-
ment which distinguishes between overt, aggressive or compliant
behavior. In each classroom children rated their classmates in
terms of their having exhibited compliant and non-compliant be-
haviors toward both peers and teachers. The overt actions in-
volved aggressive or cooperative exchanges in a variety of situa-
tions in the school milieu. Children have reputations for aggres-
sive, non-acceptable, negative school behaviov which peers can
rets by grade 3 (Welder, 1961). Nominations about peer-to-peer
and peer-to-teacher emhanges are based on reputations as well
as estimates of the idealized "good" girl and "good" boy (Tudden--.
ham, 1952). Aside from measuring children's behavior, the PNI
is also a particularly useful technique for assessing the dif-
ferential role of peers and teachers in socialization for boys
and girls at different ages and at different socio-economic
levels (Minturn & Lewis, 1968).
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Positive Ratings

Total Positive Index
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Sex was the only significant effect on the Total. Positive
index. There was no difference by age or socio-economic status
and whether children were perceived by their peers aG behaving in
a positive, cooperative way. Girls, as seen by their classmates,
overall exhibited mole "good" behavior than boys in the classroom.
(See Table I, Figs. 1 and 2).

As a result of early socialization and the learning of
se:'- appropriate behaviors, girls tend to be more helpful, agree-
able, sociable, and obedient (TuQa & Livson, 1960; Sears, Maccoby
& Levin, 1953; Kagan & Moss, 1962). Girls more easily than boys
internalize pro-social, cooperative behavioral modes. Boys ex-
perience conflict and multiple pressures, i.e., wanting to be
good and not wanting to adopt a feminine style (Parsons, 1955).
Despite the press to an e-juality between the sexes, society
applies a double standard: aggression and dominance generally
are condoned for males and passivity, affiliation, nurturance,
and affect approved of, if not encouraged, for females (Good-
enough, 1957; Kagan, 1964; Parsons, 1943; Hartley, 1960). These
differential standards, not unexpectedly, were reflected in
boys' and girls' varying behavior in the classroom (Tuddenham,
1952).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Positive Indices

A. Age Differences

A. on the Total indeY, ratings for ccmpliant behavior
toward either classmates or teacher showed no evidence of signi-
ficant variation by a3e. For whites, there was no increase in
the frequency of cooperative, obliging behavior. (See Table I).

B. Sex Differences

Sex maintained its significance on both the Peer to
Peer and the Peer to Teacher indices. As discussed on the Total
index, girls, more often than boys, were seen as friendly, help-
ful and fair to other children.

7/
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C. SES Differences

In terms of socio-economic status there was no variation
from the Total Positive index. For both Peer to Peer and Peer
to Teacher ratings, SES differences were not significant; child-
ren's good behavior evidently was not affected by status back-
ground. This finding contradicts earlier research indicating
that low status groups are more conforming toward authority
(Dolger & Ginandes, 1946; Maas, 1951; Kohn, 1960).

D. Correlations Among Total Positive, Peer to Peer Positive, and
Peer to Teacher Positive Ratings

Regardless of age, sex, or socio-economic status, the
correlations between Total Positive and Peer to Peer Positive
and between Total Positive and Peer to Teacher Positive were
significantly high, ranging from .88 to .98. As would be ex-
pected, the correlations between the two independent indices- -
Peer to Peer Positive and Peer to Teacher Positive, although
significant, were necessarily somewhat lower, ranging from .64
to .90. (See Table II).

Correlations at grade 8 were consistently lower than cor-
relations at grades 4 and 6, suggesting that both boys and girls,
as they matured differentiated more in terms of their positive
behavior patterns. Although, overall, children who were per-
ceived as helpful and cooperative with peers were likely to be
compliant and obliging to teachers, for older children the pro-
bability that these behaviors would coexist somewhat declined.
Furthermore, boys' correlations were always lower than girls.
This pattern in conjunction with the fact that girls more fre-
quently demonstrated sociable, positive behavior toward both
classmates and the teacher suggested that girls do indeed live
up to societal e::pectations and behave "nicely" toward everyone.
Boys, who may receive less approval for being helpful and agree-
able, were less likely to have a generalized orientation to ex-
hibiting good behavior.

E. Summary and Discussion of Positive Ratings

On all three positive indices, se:: was a significant
effect; girls were not only more compliant and helpful with
the teacher but also more friendly and sociable with other
children. Neither age nor sccio-economic status differences
were significant on the positive indices. Furthermore, cor-
relations between positive indices were all significant; child-
ren who exhibited positive and compliant behavior to their peers
tended to be the same children who behaved positively toward their
teacher.
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Nenative Ratings

Total Negative Index

Age and se:: significantly affected whether children were
perceived by their peers as behaving in a negative or aggressive
way. There was no difference between children's socio-economic
status and their classroom behavior. (See Table I, Figs. 1 and
2).

The significant age effect was curvilinear: non-compliant,
disruptive behavior increased from grades 4 to 6, followed by a
decrease below the grade 4 level from grades 6 to 8. The grade
6 increase in disobedient, boisterous activity may be due to pre-
adolescent, precocious behavior testing limits, questioning
authority, and expressing autonomy. Somewhat older children who
may have more of a sense of themselves and the situational ex-
pectations adopted more appropriate and agreeable modes of in-
teraction and less uncooperative, unfriendly patterns.

Boys, as might be expected, were significantly more ag-
gressive, anti-social, and non-conforming than girls. These
boy.girl differences may be due to differential socialization
practices. While girls internalize pro-social, affiliative
styles, boys internalize role expectations of sec appropriate
behavior which value aggressiveness more and see more positive
aspects to conflict and disagreement than do girls (Dubin &'Dubin,
1963; Hess & Torney, 1965; Kagati, 1964; Tryon, 1939). Although boys
are taught to be cooperative, friendly, and agreeable, they are
also permitted to engage in more aggressive, autonomous, con-
tentious activities and are encouraged to defend themselves and
not act like sissies (Kohn, 1959; Parsons, 1948; Sears, Maccoby
& Levin, 1957).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Negative Indices

A. Age Differences

Examination of the Peer to Peer and the Peer to Teacher
indices clarified the behavior changes with age found on the
Total index. (See Table I). As children matured, there was a
significant linear decrease in negative, aggressive behavior
toward peers. The grade effect on behavior toward teacher was
curvilinear, though: non-compliant, uncoperative behavior
increased from grades 4 to 6 but decreasld from grades 6 to St
although it still remained higher than at grade 4. As children
approach adolescence, peer group affiliation becomes more salient
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to them (Coleman, 1961; Kinch & Bowerman, 1951). Not surprisingly,
concomitant with the increasing importance and influence of peers
was a decrease in hostile, uncooperative modes of behavior which
are destructive to engendering warm, positive interactions (Camp-
bell, 1964). As a result of this movement toward seers and a press
toward greater autonomy from authority, children may exhibit more
questioning, protesting, and testing of the teacher figure as
the curvilinear age effect suggested (Baldwin, 1955; Kohlberg,
1963).

B. Sex Differences

The significant variation by sex on the Total Negative in-
dex held on both the Peer to Peer and the Peer to Teacher indices.
Boys, more often than girls, exhibited aggressive, rebellious,
autonomous behavior to classmates and teachers.

C. SES Differences

Although socio-economic status was not significant on the
Total Negative index, there was a significant SES effect on the
Peer to Peer index. Low status more than high status children
were likely to be perceived by peers as disagreeable, aggressive,
or uncooperative toward classmates. Not inconsistently, children
regardless of status background were equally non-compliant and
disruptive to the teacher, the classroom authority figure, while
at the same time low status children in the peer setting, a more
equalitarian exchange, exhibited more negative behavior. Dif-
ferential socialization patterns may have resulted in this SES
difference (Elder, 1963; Miller & Swanson, 1960; Crandall, 1958).
Low status family backgrounds, although teaching children norms
of constraint in their interaction with authority figures, may
encourage and value directly and indirectly, i.e., through model-
ing, more aggressive, self-assertive modes of behavior in their
children (Falk, 1959; Pope, 1953). Furthermore, low status
children may exhibit more aggressive behavior because of initial
negative evaluations by peers and teachers which are subsequently
reinforced by social rejection and subjective expectancy (Lippitt
& Gold, 1959; Rosenthal, 1966).

D. Correlations Among Total Negative, Peer to Peer Negative,
and Peer to Teacher Negative Ratings

All of the correlation coefficients between the three
negative indices were consistently significant and extremely
high, ranging from .74 to .98. Interestingly, the age decrease
observed on the positive correlations did not emerge. The like-
lihood that non-compliant behavior toward peers would coexist
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with non-compliant behavior toward the teacher did not decline
with age. (See Table III).

Correlations were somewhat lower at grade 6; behavior at
the preadolescent age may be less consistent and predictable be-
cause, as indicated previously, children are experiencing a period
of transition both toward the peer group and to authority figures.
Furthermore, there was a slight tendency for girls and high status
children to have lower correlations, indicating slightly more
discrimination in their expression of aggressive and hostile be-
havior. Since aggressive, non-compliant behavior may be a more
acceptable style for boys, a "bad" boy may be more generally mis-
behaving while a misbehaving girl may be boisterous and aggressive
toward classmates and yet remain at the same time cooperative and
obliging to the teacher. Also the status effect suggested that
high status children's greater differentiation between behavior
may be due to the impact of increased opportunities for rote ex-
perimentation and social participation on development (Kohlberg,
1963).

Summary

A. Correlations Between the Positive and Negative Ratings

Negative correlations between ratings of positive and nega-
tive benavior for the U.S. whites were high and were all signifi-
cant, ranging from -.36 to -.79. Grade 6 and low status children
tended to have slightly higher correlations. (See Table IV).
There was no difference by se:! in the magnitude of correlations.

Correlations with the Peer to Teacher Negative index were
stronger than correlations with the Peer to Peer Negative index
for both the Peer to Peer and the Peer to Teacher Positive in-
dices. Children who were seen by their peers as demonstrating
aggressive, hostile behavior to the teacher were not as likely
to be positive toward their peers or toward the teacher as were
children who behaved uncooperatively and negatively to peers.
Aggressive behavior toward tfie teacher more consistently and
predictably indicated a general, pervasive negative style than
did a similar non-compliant orientation to peers.

Also correlations between teacher negative and positive
indices were higher than correlations between the peer negative
and positive indices. !nth the exception of high status, grade
4 boys, this pattern held for all sampling groups. Not surpris-
ingly, correlations between peer indices were lower; children
may at the same time be positive and affiliative to certain
classmates while behaving negatively and hostilely to other
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peers. Children within the larger group form cliques and stronger
friendship ties which result in differential actual treatment of
different classmates. Also in evaluating peers, children's per-
ceptions are more likely to be influenced by their personal pre-
ferences and likes and dislikes of classmates' behavior to peers.
As the peer group becomes more important, less consistency in
peer behavior might be expected. Age trends indicated that with
maturity correlations decreased, i.e., there was more likelihood
that positive behavior to peers would coexist with negative be-
havior to peers, children behaving cooperatively to friends and
aggressively to children who were not friends. For teachers, the
reverse age pattern emer'ed. Older children who were hostile and
non-compliant to the teaci,er were even less likely to be the same
children who were obliging and compliant to the teacher. Both in
terms of children's perceptions and their actual behavior, sub-
groups and cliques had less pronounced influence in peer to tea-
cher ratings; hence, children's behavior to the teacher figure
was somewhat more consistent and predictable.

Overall, reasons of friendship and personal preference
were minor; all correlations were significant, indicating that
children behaved consistently in the classroom. Children who
acted positively toward their peers acted positively toward their
teacher. Likewise, children who behaved negatively toward peers
were the same children who behaved negatively toward the teacher.
Furthermore, children who exhibited negative, aggressive behaviors
were not the same children who exhibited positive, compliant be-
haviors.

B. Summary and Discussion of the Total PNI

Although there was no significant age variation in posi-
tive behavior, the incidence of aggressive and hostile behavior
directed toward peers and teacher varied with age. As children
matured, negative, unfriendly behavior toward classmates dimin-
ished. Older children move toward &meter affiliation with peers.
As the peer group becomes a more central, important source of
aid, influence, support, and exchange, children, as might be ex-
pected, behaved less disagreeably and uncooperatively toward
each other. The grade effect for behavior toward teacher was
curvilinear: children at grade 6 were the most non-compliant.
The preadolescent shift toward increased communication with
peers and greater autonomy from adult figures may be marked by
more aggressive and rebellious behavior to the teacher--the
classroom authority figure.

Overall, children's classroom behavior varied more by
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sex than by age and SES differences. (See Figs. 1 and 2). Both
boys and girls behaved according to their sex-appropriate roles
and traditional expectations of socially acceptable, permissable
conduct: girls were more helpful, obedient, obliging, and com-
pliant to both classmates and teacher; boys, in contrast, were
more aggressive, contentious, autonomous and uncooperative.
Girt-boy differences in socialization undoubtedly accounted for
these differential modes of behavior. Girls are reared to value
and model pro-social, affiliative, nurturant styles While for
boys more emphasis is placed on independent, aggressive, orienta-
tions where there is greater tolerance for rebellious, non-com-
pliant activity.

Socio-economic status differences did not affect children's
positive behavior in the classroom. On the negative behavior in-
dices, there was a significant SES effect in behavior to peers,
but not to the teacher. More low status than high status child-
ren were uncooperative and hostile toward their classmates. Class
differences in socialization may account for this difference,
children from the low status group directly and indirectly learn-
ing to place more value on aggressive, non-compliant behaviors.
Since their strict background at the same time would inhibit and
reject displaying such behavior to adult auillority figures, only
in elual, peer to peer interaction did negat :ive expressions emerge.
Or perhaps low status children, internalizing other's expectations
of them, were more likely to misbehave in this classroom.

Relationship Between. PAR and PNI: Wrongness Judnements and Class-
room Behavior

The PAR-PNI correlations articulated the relationship be-
tween children's attitudes toward aggressive interpersonal ex-
changes and their overt expressions of non-compliant or compliant
behavior. The latter reflected assessments or estimates by peers
of aggressive and compliant classroom behavior toward peers and
teachers. The analysis covered status, set, and sex PAR indices.

A. Status

Aggressor Ratings. An examination of product-moment cor-
relations between attitudes toward aggressor wrongness on status
and PNI indices revealed that only 11 of the 72 correlations
were significant at the p .05 level. (See Table V). Signifi-
cant correlations were evenly distributed by behavior group and
sex. The direction of the correlations was as might be expected:
children demonstrating compliant, agreeable behavior in the class-
room tended to rate child aggressors, particularly child aggres-
sors of adult victims, as wrong and adult aggressors as not very
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wrong; children demonstrating aggressive, uncooperative behavior
in the classroom generally rated adult aggres:;ors as wrong but
condoned aggressive action by children. Well behaved children
may equate legitimacy with authority (Baldwin, 1955) and there-
fore perceive of a child being hit or scolded by an adult as
deserving of such punishment, but a child aggressing es acting
inappropriately, hence wrong. They apparently internalized adult
norms prescribing good behavior (Clausen, 1968; Maccoby, 1963).
Non-compliant children, seeing adults as not necessarily right,
were more critical of adult aggression and more accepting of, if
not strongly identifying with, aggressive behavior by children.
Their own aggressive classroom modes generalised to their per-
ception of aggressive behavior toward various authority figures
as well as peers.

For girls, all significant relationships appeared on the
child attack adult /rider.. There were no apparent age trends in
the magnitude of the correlations, however. For boys, most oj
the significant correlations were also on the child attack adult
index. Significant correlations emerged most frequently at grade
4; attitude-behavior relationships were strongest at younger ages
for boys and tended to disap :ear at the older ages. Not surpris-
ingly, boys' and girls' feelings about the acceptability of child
aggression toward adults were more consistent with their own be-
havior patterns. It would be expected that children responded
with greater regularity in assessing other children, but inter-
estingly the stronger correlations emerged only between their be
havior and evaluations of child wrongness in aggressing adults,
not evaluations of child wrongness in aggressing children. Un-

doubtedly, standards and rules governing peer to peer aggression
are more variable; hence, children would not be as likely to have
a set of attitudes that are congruent with their behavioral styles
and cognitive framework. In the less ambiguous child-adult pairs
in which societal expectations are more explicit (Bandura, 1960;
Bandura & Walters, 1959; Berkowitz, 1962; Minturn & Lambert, 1964;
Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957), greater consistency between atti-
tudes and behavior may be expected.

victim Ratings. Only 3 of the 72 product-moment correla-
tions between PNI scores and victim wrongness reached significance,
a frequency slightly less than would be expected by chance. The

three correlations that were significant, however, were at grade
8 and in the compliant, well-behaved groups.

B. Set

Aggressor Ratings. Of the 216 product-moment correlations
between set and PNI indices, 57 were statistically significant.
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This was a proportionately greater number of significant correla-
tions than had been the case in the status -FNI analysis, suggest-
ing that the index of total adult authority masked important
trends which emerged for specific authority roles. (See Table
VI).

Significant correlations appeared more often for girls
than for boys and slightly more often for non-compliant than
for compliant children. On parent scold child, significant
correlations emerged for girls, but not for boys. For both
boys and girls there were no significant correlations at all
for the parent hit child index. On child hit child, there were
significant correlations for both sexes but more often for
boys. On child scold child, the only significant correlation
was a negative one for non-compliant grade 6 boys.

For girls, significant correlations were equally dis-
tributed between status groups, i.e., between adult aggressor
andchild aggressor. On the adult aggressor indices, a some-
what greater number of significant relationships emerged for
teacher scold child than for policeman scold child and parent
scold child indices. A similar pattern was evident on the child
aggressor indices: significant relationships emerged with greater
frequency on the child scold teacher index. As might be expected,
there were more significant correlations between assessments of
the teacher figure, the authority figure in the classroom, and
estimates of compliant and non-compliant behavior which were also
related to the classroom setting.

Significant relationships appeared chiefly at the younger
age levels for all girls on the adult aggressor indices, but for
the child to adult aggressor indices age trends were more vari-
able. Significant correlations emerged, with one exception only,
at grades 4 and O. The two significant correlations for the equal
indices were on the child hit child dyad and were at grade 4.

For boys, there were morn significant correlations between
classroom behavior and perception of child wrongness in aggressing
adults than between behavior and perception of adult wrongness in
aggressing a child. As with girls, on the adult aggressor indices,
significant correlations appeared more frequently for teacher.
Policeman ranked next, but no significant correlations with parents
emerged. In fact, far boys in evaluating parent hit and parent
scold no consistent relationship between their attitudes and their
classroom behavior was evident. On the child to adult aggressor
indices, although relationships with teacher and policeman emerged
most frequently, there was actually little distinction by status
role.
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Age trends for boys were generally opposite to those for
girls. Significant correlations tended to appear the older
age levels on the adult to child aggressor indices. On the child
to adult aggressor indices significant correlations emerged at
younger age levels, although this was less true of children who
were rated as exhibiting negative behavior to teachers.

Victim Ratings. A clear sex difference emerged on this
analysis. 'Mile only 18 of the total 216 correlations were signi-
ficant, 15 of the 18 emerged for girls, primarily the compliant
group. (See Table VI).

The direction ^f the significant correlations was con-
sistent with the findings on the aggressor analysis. Compliant
children generally condemned child victims of adult aggression.
Uell-behaved children for all status roles, with few e%ceptions,
upheld adult victims of child aggression. These patterns con-
sistently appeared for both boys and girls at all grade levels
on the teacher scold child and child scold teacher indices, again
revealing the strong pattern between classroom behaviors and
children's feelings about relationships in the classroom. Gener-
ally, as might be e%pected, aggressive children rated child vic-
tims as not very mono but adult victims as wrong. A crucial
exception to this pattern was that aggressive girls at grade 4
significantly saw child victims of parent scolding as wrong.
By grade 6, though, correlations were not significant; child
victims were no longer wrong.

As stated above, the bulk of significant relationships
emerge for compliant girls. Here, relationships were most :7re-
quently significant for child scold teacher. Also, while there
were no significant correlations on parent hit child and child
hit child, significant correlations emerged on both parent scold
and child scold indices.

Age trends for compliant girls tended to be mixed. A
general pattern of significant correlations at older age levels
emerged for teacher scold child, policeman scold child, child
scold policeman, and child scold teacher indices. This pattern,
however, was much more evident on the adult victim indices.

C. Sex

Aggressor Rating. On this analysis, 10 of the 96 cor-
relations were significant, 3 of the 10 in the non-compliant
groups, (See Table VII). For girls, five of the six signiicant
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correl:,tions were on the femle-^tt,c1.-male inde7.. For boys, the
four signific)nt correllcions were ditributed between the female-
attack-male, sx_Ile-,7ttc1:-female, and m.:1e-attacl:-m::le indices.

'There were no significant ralationhips at 111 for the female-
attach-female index. No striking nsa trends emerged for either
boys or girls.

The sex-FN1 correlations revealed r: crucial distinction
between boys end girls. '!ell-behaved, cooperative girls e::pressed
a conventional and sub-servient orienttion to males (Hovland &
Janis, 1959; Kacan & 11055, 19(2; Tuma & Li,/son, 1960). They per-
ceived females aggressing males as wrong and males aggressing fe-
males as not wrong. Their conventional as well as culturally-
related orientation e::tended to their tendency to viau females
attacking females negatively. According to ell-behaved girls,
"nice girls" are not aggressive to females or males (lerkowitz,
1962; Sears, 1961; Sears at al., 1957). Non-compliant, unsociable
girls showed the reverse patterns they rejected males attacking
females and accepted females aggressing males. Quite notably,
four of the sex significant correlations for girls wcre betwean
ncn-compliant behavior and the female attack male index. Non-

compliant girls apparently rejected traditional notions about
female behavior and demeanor and felt it eras alright for females
to demonstrate aggression toward mates (Heilbrun, 1964).

Compliant boys tended to reject aggressive behavior re-
gardless of the sex of the aggressor victim. This pattern was
most consistent on the male attack female index, in striking
contrast to well-behaved girls' approving assessments of male
aggression on this index. Misbehaving boys accepted all aggres-
sors in same and cross sex aggressive reLtionships. Aparently
sex identification was a more salient factor affecting judgments
for girls than boys.

Victim Ratings. Only one significant correlation emerged.
This freluency was less than would be expected by chance.

D. Summary

Overall the number of significamt correlations was e::-
tremely low and their magnitude barely attained significance
levels. Conseluently, much of the preceding discussion must
be lualified as exploratory in nature and suggestive of trends
and patterns. The major findings of the PAR-PNI correlation
analysis related to classroom behavior and the aggressor indices.
For the victim on the status And sex indices there were fewer
significant correlations than would be cNnected by chance.
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'Pith few excentions, compliant children who hnve a more
conventional, obedient value system sanctioned Ault but censured
child aggression, while aggressive children censured adult but
upheld child aggression. 'Yell-behaved children may be more likely
to eiunte legitimncy with authority.

On the set-PNI correlations there mere more significant
relationA0s for girls than boys and somewhat more for the non-

i.c., negative, behavior groups. The crucial distinc-
tions by role related to the tcacner rnd the parent figures. The

greatest frequency of correlations was between classroom behavior
and assessments of the teacher, the classroom authority figure.
For girls, there was no relationship between classroom behavior
and parental hitting; for boys, there is absolutely no correla-
tion between 1)ehnvior and parental scolding or hitting activity.

As the status and set analyses indicated, non-compliant,
aggressive, perhaps more autonomous children tended to reject
adults. The potential effectiveness of adult figures as sociali-
zers and role models may be limited to the c7:tent that they are
not accepted as legitimate and just when they are disciplining
and are considered wrong when they are victims of aggression.
The teacher figure is particularly salient to this discu.sion.
These findings have crucial implications for the viability of
the school as a transmitter of societal values and standards,
especially to lower class and minority group children for whom
the family unit may not be providing models, cues, and skills
necessary to social literacy. If miibohaving students do not
accept the teacher, perhaps new technilues for communication
must be devised and new figures introduced to work in conjunc-
tion with school authorities and within the school and community
setting. The present school structure may not be sufficiently
'open' to tolerate non-conforming, luestioning, and protesting
children and cannot, through more conventional and authoritntl:ve
modes of intervention, effectuate bchnvioral and attitudinal
change. Furthermore, whether these children are actually "bad"
children or whether they are simply non-submissive children res-
ponding to an authoritarian clime is debatable.

The most salient boy-girl difference emerged on the sex-
PNI correlations. 'Mine compliant boys, regardless of the sex
of the aggressor or victim, tended to reject aggressors and non-
compliant boys to condone aggressors, girls' responses diverged
by sex index. Compliant girls accepted males aggressing females
and rejected females aggressing males; non-compliant girls ex-
hibited the reverse pattern. Evidently sex identification was
major effect influencing girls.
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Table II

U.S. 'Mites

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Positive Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

Total-. Positive Peer to Teacher Positive

Sex
SES Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo

G
Hi Lo

B
Hi

PELF 4 .97 .96 .96 .96 .89 .87 .87 .87

6 .97 .96 .95 .93 .90 .87 .76 .80

8 .93 .89 .90 .88 .75 .71 .64 .66

PT+ 4 .97 .97 .97 .97

6 .98 .97 .92 .96

8 .94 .95 .91 .93

Table III

U.S. Whites

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Negative Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

Total Negative Peer to Teacher Negative

Sex
SES Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi

PP- 4 .97 .95 .97 .97 .89 .84 .90 .89

6 .97 .92 .93 .90 .37 .74 .81 .75

8 .93 .93 .96 .93 .83 .79 .88 .81

PT- 4 .97 .97 .98 .97

6 .97 .95 .97 .96
8 .97 .96 .98 .97

US-



T
a
b
l
e
 
I
V

U
.
S
.
 
W
h
i
t
e
s

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
s
 
B
e
t
w
e
J
n
 
R
a
t
i
n
g
s
 
o
f
 
P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

P
e
e
r
 
t
o
 
P
e
e
r
 
N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

P
e
e
r
 
t
o
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

T
o
t
a
l
 
N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

./.
...

PM
PO

S
e
x

G
r
a
d
e

S
E
S
 
1
G
i
r
l
s S
E
S
 
2

B
o
y
s

S
E
S
 
1

S
E
S
 
2

G
i
r
l
s

S
E
S
 
1

S
E
S
 
2

B
o
y
s

S
E
S
 
1

S
E
S
 
2

G
i
r
l
s

S
E
S
 
1

S
E
S
 
2

B
o
y
s

S
E
S
 
1

S
E
S
 
2

4
-
.
6
3

-
.
4
6

-
.
6
2

-
.
7
0

-
.
7
9

-
.
5
7

-
.
7
2

-
.
7
2

-
.
7
3

-
.
5
4

-
.
6
9

-
.
7
3

6
-
.
6
3

-
.
6
1

-
.
6
5

-
.
5
1

-
.
7
3

-
.
7
2

-
.
6
9

-
.
6
5

-
.
7
0

-
.
7
2

-
.
7
1

-
.
6
4

8
-
.
4
4

-
.
4
4

-
.
5
9

-
.
3
5

-
.
4
3

-
.
3
9

-
.
6
0

-
.
4
5

-
.
4
6

-
.
4
4

-
.
6
1

-
.
4
3

4
-
.
5
8

-
.
3
6

-
.
5
5

-
.
5
4

-
.
6
7

-
.
5
2

-
.
6
9

-
.
6
3

-
.
6
4

-
.
4
7

-
.
6
3

-
.
6
1

6
-
.
5
5

-
.
5
9

-
.
5
6

-
.
5
0

-
.
7
2

-
.
7
6

-
.
7
8

-
.
7
2

-
.
6
6

-
.
7
3

-
.
7
2

-
.
6
7

8
-
.
5
9

-
.
5
5

-
.
5
0

-
.
5
3

-
.
6
9

-
.
7
3

-
.
7
0

-
.
7
2

-
.
6
8

-
.
6
9

-
.
6
3

-
.
6
7

L
4

-
.
6
3

-
.
4
2

-
.
6
0

-
.
6
4

-
.
7
5

-
.
5
7

-
.
7
3

-
.
7
0

-
.
7
1

-
.
5
3

-
.
6
9

-
.
6
9

6
-
.
6
0

-
.
6
2

-
.
6
5

-
.
5
3

-
.
7
4

-
.
-
1
7

-
.
7
8

-
.
7
3

-
.
7
0

-
.
7
5

-
.
7
6

-
.
7
0

8
-
.
5
5

-
.
5
4

-
.
6
0

-
.
5
0

-
.
6
0

-
.
6
4

-
.
7
2

-
.
6
6

-
.
6
1

-
.
6
4

-
.
6
9

-
.
6
2



Table V

U.S. ',bites

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Status Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

Girls Boys

AaC CaC CaC

PNI

PP+ 4 -.16 .19* .15
6 -.06 .09 -.06
8 -.03 .06 -.03

PT 4- 4 -.14 .16 .08
6 -.05 .10 .01

8 -.12 .20* -.00

PP- 4 .07 -.24* -.12
6 .12 -.11 .10
8 -.03 -.15 -.08

PT- 4 .16 -.22* -.13
6 .11 -.13 .05
8 .10 -.24* -.05

AaC .CaA CaC.rt
-.01 .23* .17*
-.13 .06 .02

-.08 .08 .10

.04 .16 .10
-.07 .10 -.04
-.15 .10 .14

-.06 -.10* -.09
-.04 -.10 -.13

.08 -.07 -.07

-.00 -.23* -.14
.11 -.25* -.17
.14 -.13 -.12

*
p G .05



Table V (Can't)

U.S. 'lhites

PAR Victims Ratin3s

Girls

AaC CaA CaC

Boys

AaC CaA CaC

PNI

P}4- 4 -.02 -.07 -.11

6 -.04 -.16 -.03

8 .07 -.15 -.13

.01 -.13 -.02

-.03 -.01 -.06

.17* -.15* -.02

PT+ 4 -.07 -.09 -.14 .02 -.05 .08

6 .07 -.18 -.05 -.04 -.03 .05

8 .13 -.16* -.07 .14 -.13 -.05

PP- 4 .11 -.02 ..04
6 -.05 .14 .07

8 -.04 .06 -.02

PT- 4 .07 -.03 -.05
6 -.10 .17 .02

8 -.10 .14 .03

.07 .09 .03

-.03 .04 -.05

-.08 .08 .06

-.06 .07 .01

-.09 .10 -.04

-.07 .09 .06

*
p . .05
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TABLE VI

U.S. Whites

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

mosoramow.swol.

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PH- 4 -.21* -.27* -.26* .00 .07 .21* .16 .1.8* .19*
6 -.21* -.05 .11 -.04 -.07 -.05 .06 .03 .14
8 -.08 -.06 -.16* .09 -.09 .05 .07 .07 .01

PT+ 4 -.21* -.19* -.19* .01 .01 .16 .15 .14 .16

6 -.24* -.02 .11 -.02 -.00 .01 .07 .00 .18*
2 8 -.14 -.09 -.15 -.03 .00 -.00 .18* .16* .22*
C.,

PP- 4 .19* ,22* .21* -.14 -.08 -.13 -.19* -.24* -.25*
6 .17 .21* .03 .03 .15 .01 -.10 -.07 -.13

8 -.13 -.01 -.01 -.03 -.07 -.06 -.12 -.15 -.15

PT- 4 .24* .25* .25* -.04 -.06 -.17* -.17* -.20* -.27*
6 .28* .11 -.07 .06 .04 .04 -.10 -.04 -.17

8 .06 -.00 .03 .12 -.06 -.03 -.22* -.18* -.25*11!...
Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PH- 4 -.05 .06 -.14 .09 .10 .19 .21* .21* .17*

6 -,15 -.05 -.15 -.04 -.02 .05 .02 .06 .08

8 -.11 -.15 -.04 .01 -.02 .17* .03 .11 .10

PT+ 4 -.03 .13 -.06 .09 .08 .09 .13 .18* .10

4 6 -.14 -.04 -.11 .01 -.02 -.04 .08 .06 .11

1.. 8 -.17* -.20* -.10 -.03 .02 .21* .06 .13 .10
c.,

PP- 4 .03 .01 .07 -.16 -.00 -.13 -.14 -.13 -.19*
6 .07 -.06 .00 -.07 -.14 -.09 -.01 -.12 -.17

8 .18* .12 .06 -.04 -.01 -.10 -.05 -.09 -.05

PT- 4 .09 .04 .10 -.12 -.09 -.15 -.18* -.15 -.24*
6 .21* .02 .12 .2 -.20* -.09 -.19* -.19* -.26*

8 .22* .19* .11 -.02 -.04 -.16* -.11 -.16* -.10

*
p .05



Table VI (Con't)

U.S. Tthites

PAR Victims Ratinss

Girls

vowammtlImma/M

TsC PosC PsC

PNI

11ir

US

PhC Cs0 ChC CsP CsPo CsT

IMMLIMMAII malmn.11,

PP+ 4 .09 .10 -.08 -.06 -.16 -.J3 -.C7

6 .09 -.02 -.10 -.02 ,.19* .14 -.12

8 .11 .17* .06 -.02 -.01; -.15 -.11

PT- 4 .10 .05 -.13 -.10 -.17* -.08 -.08
6 .15 .07 .00 .07 -.19* .10 -.17

8 .18* .15 .14 .02 -.03 -.08 -.11

PP- 4 -.07 .00
6 -.09 .02
8 -.02 -.08

PT- 4 -.09
6 ..22* -.04
8 -.10 -.09

.18* .13

-.05 ..04
..03 -.01

.17* .06

..07 -.03

-.06 -.07

.04 -.11 .01

.16 -.03 .10
-.02 -.02 .05

. 01 ..,10 -.01

. 11 -.07 .14

.00 .05 .12

-.03 -.08
-.12 -.23*
-.17* -,17*

-.05 -.12
-.14 -.22*
-.16* -.18*

-.06 .01
.16 .16

.06 .07

.09 .02
.16 .18
.11 .17*

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 .02 -.04 .02 .03 -.02 -.02 ..11
6 .03 -.08 -.07 .01 -.03 -.08 .02
8 .18* .14 .12 .15* -.03 .00 -.11

PT+ 4 .01 -.09 .04 .05 .04 .10 -.DI
6 .02 -.07 -.11 402 .06 .03 .01

8 .12 .09 .14 .12 -.04 -.05 -.10

PP- 4 .03 .05 .06 .06 .04 .02 .08
6 -.01 -.03 .07 -.10 -.13 .04 -.01

8 -.14 -.07 ...10 .01 .09 .01 .06

PT- 4 -.11 -.03 -.06 -.02 .00 .02 .06

6 -.11 .01 .01 -.17 -.07 .00 .04

8 -.09 -.08 -.08 -.01 .08 .02 .07

-.12 -.13
.01 -.07

-.14 ..19*

-.06 -.08
-.01 ...10

-.13 -.13

.08 .10

.03 .12

.13 .07

.04 .09

.11 .17

.12 .06

p .05

mimP11171111.111
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Table VII

U.S. Whites

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Sex Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

Girls Boys

MaM MaF FaM FaF MaM MaF FaM FaF

PNI

PlIf 4 -.02 -.11 .19* .14
6 -.02 -.04 .04 -.04
8 .02 -.03 .02 .06

PTA- 4 -.01 -.09 .15 .06

6 .04 -.01 .06 .01

C -.00 -.12 .14 .05

PP- 4 -.00 .05 -.33* -.11
6 .05 .07 -.02 .15
8 -.08 .07 -.22* -.14

PT- 4 .03 .08 -.25* -.06
6 -.00 .07 -.05 .07

8 -.03 .16* -.22* -.11

.17* .15 .08 .16

-.06 .02 -.06 .02

-.01 .07 .07 .04

.15 .11 .08 .12

-.02 .09 -.05 -.04
.02 .04 .08 .02

-.09 -.15 -.11 -.10

-.19* -.12 .01 -.08

-.02 -.03 -.10 -.02

-.11 -.15 -.11 -.14

-.18 -.20* .00 -.04

-.04 -.05 -.15* -.02

*
p .05
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Table VII (Con't)

U.S. Whites

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls Boys

MaM MaF FaM FaF .MaM MaF FM FaF

PNI

PH- 4 .01 -.05 -.16 -.10
6 -.08 -.05 -.16 -.12
8 -.14 .05 -.12 -.15

PT+ 4 -.07 -.12 -.18* -.13
6 -.05 -.04 -.15 -.07
8 -.14 .09 -.06 -.06

PP- 4 -.01 -.00 .12 .04
6 .06 -.01 .11 .14
8 -.02 -.06 .07 .02

PT- 4 -.06 -.03 .09 .02
6 .02 .03 .14 .05
8 .04 -.07 .07 .06

-.04 -.08 -.03 -.01
-.03 -.05 .05 -.12
.02 .01 -.00 .02

06 -.02 .03 .06
-.02 -.02 .06 -.04
-.00 .01 -.06 .03

.08 .15 -.00 .02
-.06 .07 -.12 .01
-.00 .02 .06 .05

.00 .10 -.05 -.06

.03 .04 -.14 .02
.01 .01 .08 .02

* p .05
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Black Sample

Positive Ratings

Total Positive Index

Age, sex, and socio-economic status significantly affected
whether children were perceived by their peers as behaving in a
positive or compliant way in the classroom. (See Table I, Figs.
I and 2).

Children at grade 8 demonstrated more positive behavior
than did children at grade 4. Since children are socialized to
be agreeable and well-behaved in interaction with others, it is
not surprising that more older than younger children exhibited
good behavior. Children learn in their social experiences the
value of showing respect and demonstrating reciprocity, i.e.,
building a network of mutually positive and cooperative relation
ships (Kohlberg, 1958).

Also girls, as seen by their classmates, exhibited more
good behavior than boys. More girls demonstrated a conventional,
conforming socially acceptable style in the classroom (Tuddenham,
1952). Their greater concern to sustain warm, affiliative inter-
personal relations may reflect important differences in girl-boy
socialization and sex role identification (Sears, 1961). 9bile
the cultural conditioning of girls emphasizes the pro-social com-
ponent in human behavior, boys' experiences may teach a mixed
set of values. Boys may be more ambivalent about adopting good
behavior because to a certain extent they associate such behavior
with a feminine orientation (Parsons, 1948). Evidently, although
there is indication of a diminished emphasis in modern American
society on certain sex-linked appropriate behaviors, the tradi-
tional norms that hold aggression and dominance more appropriate
for males and passivity, nurturance, and affect more appropriate
for females remained operative (Kagan, 1964; Parsons, 1948;
Hartley, 1960).

Furthermore, high status children were better behaved
than low status children. They were described by their peers
as being more helpful, friendly, and generally more concerned
with engendering positive communication. This class difrcrence
in children's behavior may reflect differential socialization
patterns, high status parental styles attending more to pro
social and affiliative interpersonal values (Crandall, 1958).
Also it may be a function of more general rearing differences,
e.g., disciplining methods used by middle-class parents are



more likely to produce compliant and socially approved behavior
in children than are the disciplining methods used by lower clz3
parents (Miller and Swanson, 1960; Elder, 1963; Crandall, 1953).
Ey the same token, to the extent that classrooms were segregated
by social class, the difference between high and low status child-
ren may reveal important differences in self-concept and self-
esteem: high status more than low status children seeing them-
selves as "good."

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Positive Indices

A. Age Differences

A significant age difference held only on the Peet to Peer,
not on the Peer to Teacher, index. The Total Positive index
masked this crucial distinction between the two classroom be-
haviors. (See Table I). With age there was a significant linear
increase in the incidence of positive behavior toward classmates;
older children were a good deal friendlier, amenable, helpful and
just toward peers. Peer group interaction becomes more salient
to children as they approach adolescence (Coleman, 1961; Kinch &
Bowerman, 1951). With an increasing orientation toward contact
with friends, children become more accepting of them, treat them
more. positively, and view them as an important source of aid, ap-
praisal, and social support (Campbell, 1964).

B. Sex Differences

The significant sex difference found on the Total Posit.lvs
index held for both Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher indices.
Girls, more often than boys, were seen as friendly, helpful and
fair to other children.

C. SES Differences

In terms of socio-economic status, there was no variation
from the Total Positive index. On both the Peer to Peer and the
Peer to Teacher indices, high status children were seen as more
compliant and helpful toward teachers and peers than low status
children.

D. Correlations Among Total Positive, Peer to Peer Positive, and
Peer to Teacher Positive Ratings.

Regardless of age, sex, or socio-economic status, the cor-
relations between Total Positive and Peer to Peer Positive and
between Total Positive and Peer to Teacher Positive ware



systematically and significantly high, ranging from .87 to .98.
The correlations between Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher--inde-
pendent indices, although significant, were somewhat lower, rang-
ing from .52 to .93. (See Table II).

With age, there was a decrease in the relationship between
behaviors on all three indices. Older children tended to differen-
tiate more in their behavioral patterns toward teachers and peers.
Furthermore, there was slightly less correspondence between be-
havior for high status in comparison to low status children and
for boys in comparison to girls, with the important reversal that
the correlation for high status, grade 8 girls was substantially
lower than for high status, grade 8 boys. Clearly, good children

were generally good in their different role behaviors, although
older and high status children, perhaps developmentally the most
sophisticated, demonstrated more variable styles.

E. Summary and Discussion of Positive Ratings

Age was significant on the Total Positive and the Peer to

Peer indices, but not on the Peer to Teacher index; older child-
ren were more friendly, helpful and fair with their classmates.

There was a significant sex difference on all three positive in-
dices: girls consistently behaved more agreeably. Socio-economic

status was also significant on all three indices, with high SES
children receiving more nominations for compliant behavior toward
both teachers and classmates. All correlations were significant

and positively related. Overall, children who acted in a posi-

tive and compliant way with their peers were the same children
who behaved positively toward the teacher.

Negative Ratings

Total Negative Index

Age and sex, but not SES, were significant on the Total
Negative index. (See Table I, Figs. 1 and 2). The age differ-

ence was curvilinear; from grades 4 to 6 there was a decrease
in negative behavior; from grades 6 to 8 there was a slight in-
crease, which did not reach the grade 4 level. Although there

appeared to be at lower grades some movement toward compliance
with the restrictive regulations governing behavior in a school
setting, e.g., don't talk, don't fight, don't disobey, by grade
8 children were exhibiting some indication of increased aggres-
sive, boisterous, autonomous activity.

Not surprisingly, boys, significantly more often than
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girls, were nominated for engaging in non-conforming, rebellious,
anti-social behavior. Such negative behaviors are central to a
boyish pattern (Kagan, 1964; Parsons, 1948). Tlhereas girls

emerged as more conforming and pro-social, boys were more fre-
luently aggressive and non-compliant in their classroom's orienta-
tions. Differences in sex role socialization undoubtedly accounted
for these distinct styles. Parents, as the primary socializer,
and society more generally allow boys in comparison to girls to
"get away with" aggressive behavior (Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957);
furthermore, to a great extent, it is encouraged (Kohn, 1959).
Predictably, then, boys' behavior reflected these values which
they have internalized as appropriate guidelines for male acti-
vity (Tryon, 1939).

Peer to Peer and Peer to Teacher Ne ative Indices

A. Age Differences

Parallel to the findings for Positive behavior, the Total
Negative index masked salient differences in behavior toward peers
and teachers. (See Table I). There was no change in non-compliant
behavior toward teachers; disobeying and making fun of teachers
were as frequent at grade 8 as at grade 4. On the Peer to Peer
index, however, there was a significant linear decrease in nega-
tive behavior; older children were less likely to fight with or
insult their classmates. As noted previously, with age the peer
group increases in importance and influence. Concomitant with
children's more positive feelings about friends and-classmates
and their moving toward greater peer affiliation was a decrease
in negative, hostile expressions which tend to be interpersonally
devisive and destructive.

The fact that there was no change as children matured in
either positive or negative behavior toward the teacher suggested
that children's attitudes and feelings about the teacher authority
figure were generally stable and crystallized earlier. They did

not increase their cooperative or obliging behavior to please her,
nor did they increase their aggressive or disobedient behavior to
antagonize her. The recent overt and often extreme expressions
in the school forum of children's hostility, rebellion, and frus-
tration suggest, however, that the social system of the school
may now be a more crucial area and the teacher a more provocative
figure than at the time of this study.

B. Sex Differences

The significant sex difference found on the Total Nega-
tive index held for both the Peer to Peer and the Peer to Teacher
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negative indices. Non-compliant, aggressive behavior was signifi-
cantly more freluent among boys than girls.

C. SES Differences

As on the Total Negative index, no variation by socio-
economic status emerged on either the Peer to Peer or the Peer
to Teacher indices. The fact that there was no difference on
any of the negative indices supported the notion that low status
children are no more aggressive than high status children (Levin
& Sears, 1956).

D. Correlations Among Total Negative, Peer to Peer Negative, and
Peer to Teacher Negative Ratings

Correlation coefficients between the negative indices were
consistently significant and extremely high, ranging from .81 to
.98. (See Table III). Interestingly, the developmental trend
toward greater differentiation in behavior found on the positive
correlations, i.e., grade 8 children had the lowest correlations,
did not appear. Children who behaved aggressively and were un-
cooperative toward peers were the same children who were non-
compliant and disobedient toward the teacher at all grade levels.

E. Summary and Discussion of Negative Ratings

Age was significant on the Total Negative and on the Peer
to Peer Negative indices; for older children there was a decrease
in the amount of aggressive and non-compliant behavior they directed
toward their peers. Sex was significant on all three negative in-
dices; boys exhibited more anti-social behavior toward both peers
and teachers. Socio-economic status was not significant on any
negative index. Correlations were significant and extremely high.
Regardless of grade, sex, and SES, children who were negative to
peers were likely to be negative to teachers.

Summary

A. Correlations Between the Positive and Negative Ratings

Negative correlations between ratings of positive and
negative behavior for the U.S. blacks were high and, with one
exception, were all significant ranging from -.25 to -.80. (See
Table IV). Only the relationship between Peer to Peer Negative
and Peer to Teacher Positive for grade 4, low status girls did
not attain significance. Furthermore, older children, boys, and
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high status children tended to have slightly higher correlations.
The age increase was most substantial; regardless of sex or SES
older: children judged by their peers as displaying non-compliant
classroom behavior were less likely to be judged as displaying
positive behavior.

The negative correlations between non - compliant behavior
toward teachers and positive behavior toward both peers and tea-
chers were stronger than the correlations between non-compliant
behavior toward peers and positive behavior toward peers and tea-
chers. In other words, children who acted aggressively toward
children were more likely than children who acted aggressively
toward the teacher to show some positive behavior either to the
teacher or to other children. Also and perhaps more interesting,
the correlations between the Peer to Teacher indices overall were
stronger than those-between the Peer to Peer indices. These pat-
terns taken together suggested that subjective feelings were more
crucial in children's assessments of peer to peer behavior than
peer to teacher behavior. In evaluating peer to peer behavior
children, not surprisl!agly, appeared to be slightly more influ-
enced by friendship ties, cliques, and personal preferences;
therefore, aside from children's assessments, indicating actual
behavior, they also revealed children's evaluations of such be-
havior. It is more likely that rilildren's behavior toward other
children would i. pointed out by some children as being well-
behaved and good and by others as being aggressive and disagree-
able than would their behavior toward teachers be assessed dif-
ferentially. Dy the same token, as the correlations implied,
it is also more likely that the same children would be friendly
and positive toward some children, i.e., their friendship group,
and be hostile and negative toward other children than that the
same children would behave differentially toward the same tea-
cher.

Overall, such considerations as the influence of friends
and personal preferences was negligible; all children noted the
behavior of the classmates consistently and predictably.
Children who acted positively toward their peers were the same
children who acted positively toward their teachers. Likewise,

children who behaved negatively toward peers also behaved nega-
tively toward teachers. Furthermore, children who exhibited
negative, aggressive behaviors were not the same children who
exhibited positive, compliant behaviors in the classroom.

R. Summary and Discussion of the Total PNI

Age significantly affected children's classroom behavior.
(See Figs. 1 and 2). As they matured, helpful, cooperative, and
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compliant behavior toward their classmates increased and aggres-
sive, disagreeable, and antagonistic behavior toward their class-
mates diminished. These patterns suggested the increasing im-
portance of the peer group for older children. There was no age
difference in children's behavior toward the teacher, though.
By grade 4 these children had already crystallized their relation-
ship with this authority figure.

On all indices, there was significant variation by sex.
Both boys and girls acted, as might be expected, in ways defined
as socially acceptable to their sex appropriate roles: girls
were more helpful, cooperative, and obedient with classmates and
teachers; boys were more aggressive, contentious, and non-compliant
with classmates and teachers.

Significant socio-economic status differences emerged only
on the positive indices. High status children were pointed out
more frequently as demonstrating obliging, positive behavior to
both peers and teachers. Pro-social values may be emphasized in
high status more than low status homes. Consistent SES patterns,
though, did not emerge for aggressive behaviors. Since research
indicates that hist? status blacks differed from lower status
blacks along many dimensions, e.g., need for achievement, level
of aspiration, family relations, and child-rearing practices
(Rosen, 1959; Boyd, 1952; Davis & Havighurst, 1946), it is in-
teresting to note that SES differences appeared only on the
positive indices.

Relationshi Between PAR and PNI: Wron ness JudRements and
Classroom Behavior

The PAR-PNI correlations articulated the relationship
between children's perceptions of aggressor and victim wrongness
and their actual aggressive or compliant behavior in the class-
room. Classroom ratings by peers reflected their assessments
of children's behavior to peers and teachers. These indices
were correlated with the status, set, and sex PAR indices.

A. Status

Aggressor Ratings. Of the 72 Product-moment correlations
between attitudes toward aggressor wrongness on status and PNI
indices, 25 reached a significance level of p < .05. There were

17 significant correlations for girls in comparison to eight sig-
nificant correlations for boys. Also there were an equal number
of significant relationships for compliant and non-compliant boys.
Of the 17 significant correlations for girls, 12 were in the
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non-compliant group.

As might be expected, children demonstrating compliant be-
havior in the classroom tended to rate child aggressors as wrong
(See Table V), adult aggressors as not 1,4ry wrong; children de-
monstrating aggressive classroom behavior rated adult aggressors
as wrong, child aggressors as not very wrong. Compliant coopera-
tive children seemed to have internalized societal standards which
generally reject aggressive behavior betweea peers (Minturn &
Lambert, 1964). In addition, it may be that these children
equated legitimacy with authority (Baldwin, 1955; Emmerich, 1961)
and therefore rated an adult hitting or scolding a child as justi-
fiable, i.e., not very wrong, but a child as very wrong in scold-
ing an adult. They apparently accepted only the right of adults
to punish, children having an obligation to accept adult power
and authority. Misbehaving, rebellious children apparently were
critical of such values and rejected the notion of adult legiti-
macy. Furthermore, they saw child aggressors as not very wrong,
possibly revealing their strong identification with aggressive
behavior directed at both peers and adults in the classroom as
well as in other situations.

Significant correlations emerged more frequently on the
child attack adult index than on the child attack child and adult
attack child indices. In assessing the wrongness of aggressors,
children identified more easily with other children. Uith child
to child aggression in comparison to child-adult aggression,
societal values about good behavior are more varied and ambiguous;
therefore, children are not as likely to have a set of values and
attitudes that as consistently differentiate the compliant from
the non-compliant. For child aggression toward authority figures,
conventional standards of appropriate behavior are more clearly
defined (Bandura, 1960; Bandura & ()alters, 1959; Berkowitz, 1962;
Minturn & Lambert, 1964; Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957). There
was 1* strong correlation between children's classroom behavior
and their evaluations of child wrongness in aggressing adults.

Uith increasing age, for the well-behaved, agreeable
girls there was a stronger relationship between attitudes and
behavior. The significant correlations appeared at older age
levels and on child attack adult and child attaci child. For
the non-compliant, disruptive gir13, correlations were signi-
ficant at all age levels for child attack adult and at grades
6 and 8 for child attack child. In addition on both of these

indices correlations were stronger with increasing age. Uith
age girls who were really compliant demonstrated the effective-
ness of cultural socialization in their stronger rejection of
child aggression. Also older, non-compliant girls who
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internalized a deviant set of values about interpersonal aggres-
sion became more positive about such modes of behavior. For
adult-attack-child indices significant correlations were at
grade 6 indicating no noticeable age pattern. Although, on
this index, compliant and non-compliant children responded in
predictable directions, the relationship between attitude and
behavior, as evidenced by fewer--only two -- significant correla-
tions, was not as strong as on the other indices. Bc,th findings
taken together suggest that girls had discriminated in their
assessments of adult wrongness less consistently and predictably
than they had in assessments of child wrongness (Dubin & Dubia,
1963; Kohn & Fielder, 1961).

For well-behaved boys, three significant correlations
appeared on child attack adult, one on adult attack child, and
none on child attack child. For adult attack child the rela-
tionship between wrongness ratings and described behavior in-
creased with age for boys nominated as compliant to both peers
and teachers. Apparently older boys, like girls, had been
successfully socialized to accept societal standards about the
legitimacy of adult authority (Maccoby, 1961). For the other
two indices, there was no distinct pattern for boys positively
oriented to peers. But for children who behaved positively to-
ward teachers, there was somewhat of a decrease with age in the
magnitude of the correlations.

For non-compliant boys, all four significant correlations
were at grade 4. Of the four, no significant correlations emerged
for the adult attack child index, but two correlations reached
significance on the child attack adult index and two on the child
attack child index. This decrease with age was opposite to the
trend emerging for girls, where relationships were strongest at
the older age levels.

Fewer significant correlations for boys and their slight
decrease with age suggest that boys may have a7parienced multiple
pressures and value conflicts to which girls were not exposed
(Gold, 1958; Hartley, 1959; Heilbrun, 1964; Minturn & Lambert,
1964). Even compliant boys seemed ambivalent in their acceptance
of adult values and in their feelings about the appropriateness
of aggressive activity possibly because they associated non-
aggressive styles with feminine orientation (Hartley, 1959;
Levin & Sears, 1956; Parsons, 1948).

Victim Ratings. Only 4 of the 72 product-moment correla-
tions between victim ratings and PNI indices were significant,
approximately the frequency one would expect to obtain by chance.
The four significant correlations were equally divided between
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girls and boys and between the child attack adult and child attack
child indices. (See Table V).

B. Set

Aggressor Retinue Of the 216 set -PNI correlations, 58
were statistically significant. Generally the trends outlined
for the status indices emerged again on the set indices. In

parallel fashion, significant relationships emerged more fre-
quently for child aggressor indices than for adult aggressor
indices. (See Table VI).

For girls there were 41 significant correlations. Rela-
tionships for girls were more frequently significant than for
boys and slightly more were significant for non-compliant girls
in comparison to compliant girls. Generally age patterns did
not different/ate by the role of the status figure. The age
increase in the strength of the relationship between girls'
classroom behavior and their attitudes toward aggression held
on the set analysis.

For all girls, in evaluating the wrongness of children
aggressing adults, more significant correlations emerged for
child scold parent followed by child scold teacher than for
child scold policeman. When the aggressor was an adult, signi-
ficant relationships appeared most frequently for teacher scold
child than for parent scold child and policeman scold child.
Furthermore, no significant relationships emerged for parent
hit child. A comparison of parent hitting and scolding indices
and girls' classroom behavior revealed cogent differences. On

the hitting index there was no variation by girls' behavior on
their perception of parent wrongness; moreover, general patterns
were unclear. Girls, even compliant girls, who are socialized
to be more pro-social and more affiliative in their interpersonal
orientation (Kagan & Moss, 1962$ Kohn, 1959; Lansky, Crandall,
Kagan & Baker, 1961; Sears, 1961) did not really accept hitting
as a legitimate form of parental punishment. Apparently they
were extremely ambivalent about its legitimacy, possibly because
hitting behavior is conventionally considered culturally taboo
(Lesser, 1959; Minturn '& Lambert, 1964; Minturn & Lewis, 1968).
For scolding, in three of the six correlations compliant girls
evaluated parent scolding as acceptable; the other three corre-
lations were also in the same direction. Although for non-
compliant girls none of the correlations attained significance,
children who exhibited non-compliant or anti-social behavior
tended to assess parental aggression as very wrong.

A parallel comparison of the hitting and scolding indices
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for the equal dyads also revealed salient distinctions. For
child hit child, seven significant correlations emerged in com-
parison to only three on child scold child. Moreover, on the
hitting index there were clear patterns. 'Jell- behaved, congenial
girls increasingly with age saw child hitting as very wrong;
aggressive, disruptive girls, again more strongly at older age
Levels, tended to perceive of child hitting as not very wrong.
On scolding, the same pattern emerged for non-compliant girls,
but for compliant girls the association between their perceived
behavior and attitudes was more ambiguous. Clearly girls' eva-
luations of child hitting were more consistently and strongly
associated with their overt behavior than were their assessments
of child scolding activity. For peer to peer interaction scold-
ing may be a more acceptable interpersonal aggressive expression
and therefore was not seen as so clearly wrong as was hitting- -
a more extreme form of aggressive behavior.

As noted previously, boys showed fewer significant corre-
lations than girls. Significant correlations for well-behaved
boys emerged only on the unequal indices--adult attack child
and child attack adult; for non-compliant boys significant cor-
relations appeared only on the child aggressor indices, both
toward peers and adults. As was the ease for girls, more signi-
ficant correlations appeared for child scold parent than for any
other child aggressor index. Second in rank, however, was child
scold police and then child scold teacher. Although the markedly
lower frequency of significant correlations for boys makes inter-
pretation highly speculative, this shift in the rank pattern may
suggest a stronger identification with or concern for teacher on
the part of girls and for policeman on the part of boys. Support.
ing this interpretation, for boys on the adult aggressor indices
no significant correlations emerged for teacher scold child, while
for girls there was a stronger association between behavior and
teacher wrongness than between behavior and the wrongness of police
and parent authority figures.

Correlations involving child aggression to adults and to
status equals were significant only at grade 4. In comparing
parent hitting and scolding no striking differences emerged as
had for girls on these indices. The three significant correla-
tions for parent hit and parent scold appeared for the well-
behaved boys. Also, in comparison to girls, boys evidenced no
difference in their attitudes toward child hitting and child
scolding. On both indices two significant correlations emerged
for non-compliant boys. The fact that there was little or no
difference in boys' attitudes toward scolding and hitting may
be due to boys, unlike girls, being socialized with a mixed
set of values toward hitting and toward the cultural taboo
acainst physical aggression.
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Victim Ratings. Only 12 of 216 correlations emerged as
significant on the victim ratings, about the same frequency as
would be expected by chance. Although there were an equal num-
ber of significant correlations for girls and boys, significant
correlations for girls appearei only in the non-compliant group.
For boys, correlations were significant only for '-!le well-behaved
group and almost entirely on the adult victim relationships.
(See Table VI).

C. Sex

Aggressor Ratings. Of the 96 product-moment correlations
between sex and pm indices, 20 were statistically significant.
(See Table VII). There were 13 significant correlations for
girls in comparison to only seven for boys. For both boys and
girls more correlations were significant for the non-compliant
groups. As in previous correlation analyses, the relationship
between girls' perceived behavior and attitudes toward aggressor
wrongness was strongest at grade 8. The opposite age relation-
ship emerged for boys: 5 of 6 significant correlations were at
grade 4. For boys and girls no significant correlations
emerged at all for the male-attack-female indices.

For the compliant girls, four correlations were signifi-
cant: two for male attack male and two for female attack male.
All four were at grade 6. On female attach male, compliant girls
at all gra-1: levels tended to see the female aggressor as wrong.
This was not true for male attack male; they rejected male aggres-
sion only at grade 8. And in female attack female there was no
clear pattern. Possibly, compliant girl: were more concerned
with the appropriateness of certain figures' aggressing than
with the wrongness of aggression per se (Cohen, 1955; Graham,
1951). Clearly they saw a female attacking a male as very wrong,
probably "unladylike" (Heilbrun, 1964, Kohn, 1959). `.err re,

as evidenced by no clear pattern or significant cc.:relations on
the male attack female index, compliant, sociable girls felt mcc%
more strongly about the wrongness of females aggressing, males
than they did about the wrongness of males aggressing females.
Societal standards do not condemn a male figure aggressing a fe-
male. Uithin certain more traditional orientations such behavior
may even be considered legitimate. The dominance of the matri-
archy in black culture (Clark, 1967; Billingsly, 1968; Moynihan,
1965) may have inhibited well-behaved girls' total adoption of
a positive posture toward male aggression (Moynihan, 1965).

Disruptive, non - compliant girls n11 strongly condoned
female aggressors, particularly on the female attack male index
where five of the six correlations were significant. Their



0S-31

attitude toward male aggression was more ambiguous. The only
clear finding occured on the male attack male index at grade 8.
Aggressive girls condoned male aggression. Although misbehaving
girls generally accepted aggressive behavior, they were mixed in
their attitudes about males aggressing females. In the case of
aggression from another female directed at a female or at a male
they seemed to identify with the aggressor and perceived of the
aggression as acceptable. But in the case of male attack female,
they seemed to identify with the victim and were not approving of
aggression directed at them.

Only two correlations were significant for compliant boys:
grade 4 boys rated female aggression against a male as wrong;
grade 8 boys judged male against male aggression as not very
wrong. Age trends indicated that compliant boys at grade 8
viewed male and female aggressors in cross and same sex aggres-
sion as less wrong than they did at grade 4. In comparison to
grade 8 boys, compliant girls at grade 8 saw aggressors as much
more wrong. These differential patterns may reflect differences
in the socialization of boys and girls toward the acceptance of
aggressive behavior (Hartley, 1960; Minturn & Lambert, 1964;
Sears, 1961). Boys are more mixed about its possible values and
legitimate purposes than are the more pro-socially oriented girls
(Hartley, 1959; Heilbrun, 1964; Maccoby, 1961).

Almost without exception non-compliant or disruptive boys
condoned aggressors. Significant correlations again were at grade
4. For non-compliant boys there were no significant correlations
between behavior and the male attack female index, indicating
that, although generally positive, they felt less strongly and
consistently about the legitimacy of a man aggressing a woman.

Victim Ratings. Of the 96 correlations for the victim
indices, only six were significant. (See Table VII). Although
divided equally between the sexes, significant correlations ap-
peared only for the compliant boys and only for the non-compliant
girls. Significant relationships emerged for boys on male attack
male and male attack female, for girls on female attack female
and female attack male. Stronger attitude behavior relationships
emerged for girls when they rated the wrongness of the victim of
a female aggressor. For boys this occurred when they rated vic-
tim wrongness of a male aggressor. With one exception, though,
all significant correlations emerged at grade 4. Younger com-
pliant boys apparently saw both male and female victims of male
aggression as wrong; in comparison, young non-compliant girls
saw female and male victims of female aggression as wrong. These

divergent patterns suggested that sex identification processes
ware operative (Campbell, 1937; Kagan, 1958; Lynn, 1964). Sur-

prisingly, these effects appeared to be more dominant for younger
children.
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Overall the frequency of significant correlations was ex-
tremely low; therefore, the discussion and interpretation must be
taken as exploratory and suggestive. Trends on the PAR-PNI cor-
relations emerged almost exclusively between classroom behavior
and attitudes toward aggressor wrongness. For the victim status
and set indices there were not more significant correlations than
would be expected by chance. Also significant correlations for
girls were more frequent and of higher magnitude than for boys
on the status, set, and sex analyses. Particularly for girls,
more significant correlations emerged for aggressive than for com-
pliant children. Age patterns for girls and boys were generally
reversed. With few exceptions, relationships were significant
for older girls and for younger boys.

Compliant children generally condemned child aggression
and condoned adult aggression. Aggressive children demonstrated
the opposite pattern: condoning child but condemning adult ag-
gression. Internalizing adult values, well-behaved children
were negative about aggressive behavior between peers and, in
evaluating adult and child wrongness, they seemed to equate
legitimacy with authority. On the status analysis the greatest
frequency of correlations was on child attack adult. Not sur-
prisingly, children's assessments of the wrongness of other
children's behavior were more congruent with their own behavior,
particularly in child attack adult when conventional standards
of appropriateness are better defined.

The crucial finding on the set-PNI correlations for girls,
though not for boys, related to the hitting and scolding indices.
Well-behaved and aggressive boys may be more mixnd about the value
of aggression, therefore acting less consistently and predictably.
For girls, consistent relationships emerged between perceived
classroom behavior and attitudes toward parent scolding, but not
hitting. Girls, even more compliant girls, may be more ambiva-
lent about the legitimacy of physical punishment from parents.
Generally the reverse pattern was noted for equal status dyads;
there were strong correlations between classroom behavior and
child hitting, but not scolding. Girls seemed more totally ac-
cepting of scolding on peer to peer interaction; therefore, there
was less consistency between scolding and behavioral disposition.

A salient boy-girl difference emerged on the teacher
figure. For girls, there were more significant correlations
for teacher scold child than for any other aggressor authority
figure. Also there were about as many significant correlations
for child scold teacher (8) as for child scold parent (9),
considerably more than on the child scold police index (4).



US-33

For boys, in comparison, there were no significant correlations
on the teacher scold child index and fewer significant correla-
tions on the child scold teacher than on the child scold parent
and police indices. Greater consistency between attitudes and
classroom behavior for girls may indicate a stronger identifica-
tion for girls than boys with the teacher, i.e., generally the
female authority figure. In comparison, boys seemed to demon-
strate more consistent, predictable relationships between be-
havior and assessments of policemen, i.e., the male figure,
further reinforcing the idea that identification and modeling
processes were operative.

On the sex -PNI analysis significant relationships be-
tween attitudes toward aggression and classroom behavior emerged
more frequently when the victim of the aggression was a male
rather than a female and for girls especially on the female at-
tack male index. As might be expected, compliant girls, re-
flecting traditional notions about female appropriate behavior,
saw female aggressors as very wrong. Significant relationships
emerged less frequently, and only for non-compliant children,
when both aggressor and victim were female. Aggressive girls
apparently identified with the aggressor and saw her consis-
tently as much less wrong than did well-behaved girls who were
more rejecting of female aggression. No significant relation-
ships emerged at all when a male aggressed a female, not even
for non-compliant boys. Although aggressive, uncooperative
males consistently accepted males aggressing other males, the
fact that there was no relationship between their behavior and
attitude on the cross-sex index indicated that they were ambi-
valent about its legitimacy. There may be a general cultural
taboo, regardless of behavior, against male aggression toward
females.

Divergent patterns suggesting sex identification effects
emerged on the victim sex indices. Compliant boys consistently
saw female victims of male aggression as wrong. For non-com-
pliant girls, a consistent relationship between behavior and
attitudes toward female and male victims of female aggression
appeared.
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Table II

U.S. Blacks

Correlations Coefficients Between Ratings of
Positive Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

..111110,1

US-

Total Positive Peer to Teacher Positive

Sex
SES Lo Ei Lo Hi Lo hi Lo Hi

PP+ 4 .96 .96 .96 .94 .85 .85 .80 .74

6 .97 .98 .95 .93 .89 .93 .81 .72

8 .95 .88 .93 .93 .81 .82 .73 .68

PT+ 4 .96 .96 .94 .93

6 .97 .98 .95 .92

8 .95 .87 .93 .91

Table III

U.S. Blacks

Correlation Coefficients Between Ratings of
Negative Behavior by Grade, SES, Sex

wwwwwwis".131/
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Total Vegative Peer to Teacher Negative

Sa:c

SES Lo III Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi

PP- 4 .77 .95 .97 .96 .91 .84 .91 .87

6 .96 .93 .96 .95 .89 .81 .89 .86

8 .96 .93 .97 .95 .87 .93 .92 .88

PT- 4 .98 .97 .98 .97

6 .93 .97 .98 .98
8 .93 .98 .99 .98
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Table V

U.S. Blacks

Correlations Coefficients Between PAR
Status Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressor Ratings

Girls Boys

AaC CaC CaC AaC CaA CaC

PNI

PPf 4 -.05 .12 .14
6 -.09 .13 -.06

8 -.12 .40* .34*

PT+ 4 -.07 .04 .01

6 -.11 .22* .04
8 -.11 .33* .23*

PP- 4 -.02 -.19* -.08
6 .22* -.22* -.20*
8 .14 -.36* -.28*

PT. 4 .00 -.21* -.14
6 .23* -.33* -.24*
8 .14 -.46* -.36*

-.04 .21* .15
-.13 .13 -.04

..YS .21* .06

-.00 .20* .11

-.05 .13 .01

-.32* .08 .05

.02 -.29* -.35*
-.09 -.08 -.04

.02 -.14 -.14

.00 -.24* -.26*
-.04 -.15 -.07

.13 -.12 -.06

*
p .05
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Table V (Con't)

U.S. Blacks

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls

AaC CaA CaC

Boys

--------

AaC CaA CaC

PNI

PP+ 4 -.02 -.03 -.03 .03 .12 .11

6 -.02 .01 .04 .06 .17 .08

8 .09 .07 -.09 -.10 -.05 -.20

PT+ 4 .08 .04 .02
6 -.02 .01 -.06
8 -.03 .18 -.06

PP- 4 .06 .17* .23*
6 -.06 .01 .11

8 -.11 -.03 .01

.00 .18 .13

-.12 .25* .06

-.11 .09 -.21*

-.13 .06 .08
.04 -.14 -.08
.01 -.09 .07

PT- 4 .01 .12 .16 -.06 -.05 .03

6 -.01 .01 .17 .09 -.13 -.08

8 -.05 -.06 .05 .03 -.13 .07

.05
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Table VI

U.S. Blacks

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Set Indices and PNI Indices

PAR Aggressors Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.04 -.07 -.13* .09 .09 .16 .13 .07 .08
6 -.23* -.15 -.08 .05 -.20* .11 .14 .02 .14

8 -.10 -.09 -.21* -.02 .26* .36* .36* .37* .36*

PT+ 4 -.08 -.12 -.17* .09 -.06 .09 .03 .07 .02

6 -.28* -.19* -.13 .09 -.13 .21* .23* .08 .20*

8 -.13 -.06 -.15 -.03 .14 .27* .30* .29* .33*

PP- 4 -.03 .11 .01 -.10 -.02 -.12 -.23* -.06 -.16

6 .34* .16 .10 .12 -.13 -.22* -.22* .00 -.26*
8 .17 .04 .14 .10 -.15 -.34* -.32* -.36* -.32*

PT- 4 -.01 .11 .04 -.08 -.09 -.15 -.19* -.13 -.19*
6 .45* .21* .13 .04 -.10 -.37* -.34* -.06 -.36*
8 .21* .05 .11 .10 -.25* -.38* -.41* -.43* -.41*

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.18 -.06 -.15 .20* .11 .16 .19* .19* .14
6 -.00 -.25* -.11 -.07 -.07 -.01 .13 .08 .13

8 -.16 -.11 -.20 -.10 -.04 .12 .20 .16 .18

PT+ 4 -.07 .08 -.15 .14 .14 .08 .24* .13 .11
6 .04 -.21* -.04 -.00 .03 -.02 .18 .02 .10
8 -.20 -.09 -.25* -.02 .10 .12 .03 .04

PP- 4 .03 .06 .08 -.08 -.33* -.32* -.27* -.21* -.25*
6 -.07 .03 -.10 -.03 .01 -.08 -.06 -.07 -.09
8 .00 -.01 .07 -.01 -.08 -.15 -.14 -.10 -.11

PT- 4 .05 .01 .10 -.13 -.25* -.23* -.25* -.19* -.16
6 -.01 .10 -.08 -.06 -.03 -.09 -.12 -.13 -.15

8 .08 .03 .18 .08 .03 -.12 -.13 -.07 -.09

p .05

-v "V 11=a,
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Table VI (Con,t)

U.S. Blacks

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 .02 -.01 .11 -.05 -.01 -.05 .01 -.09 -.02

6 .09 .00 -.02 -.08 .04 .04 .01 .05 -.03
8 .13 .05 .12 .03 .00 -.14 .06 .06 .07

PT+ 4 .0 .05 .16 -.00 .09 -.06 .09 -.05 .05

6 .12 .02 -.03 -.10 -.06 -.05 .02 .01 -.02
8 .02 -.11 -.05 .02 -.04 -.07 .18 .17 .14

PP- 4 .07 .00 .06 .05 .19* .23* .13 .14 .21*
6 -.15 -.06 -.05 .01 .11 .11 -.04 .02 .10

8 -.20* -.03 -.06 -.09 -.04 .06 -.02 -.06 -.01

PT- 4 .03 .00 .02 -.00 .13 .17* .07 .13 .15
6 -.20* -.01 -.01 .09 .17 .15 -.03 -.00 .11

8 -.14 .01 -.02 -.02 -.01 .11 -.05 -.09 -.03

Boys

TsC PosC PsC PhC CsC ChC CsP CsPo CsT

PNI

PP+ 4 .07 .08 .02 -.03 .12 .08 .13 .06 .13

6 .02 .19* -.00 .04 .10 .04 .19* .14 .12

8 .01 -.10 -.16 -.05 -.17 -.20 -.05 -.05 -.02

PT+ 4 .05 .02 .02 -.05 .13 .11 .14 .19* .18

6 -.15 .07 -.15 -.12 .07 .05 .23* .26* .21*

8 -.03 -.12 -.10 -.03 -.20 -.19 .07 .06 .12

PP- 4 -.12 -.16 -.11 -.06 .06 .08 .12 .04 -.04

6 -.05 -.05 .10 .05 -.06 -.09 -.14 -.13 -.13

8 -.04 -.01 .09 -.03 .04 .10 -.01 -.15 -.14

PT- 4 -.08 -.11 -.05 -.01 -.00 .04 .01 -.05 -.12

6 .02 -.05 .16 .07 -.08 -.07 -.12 -.13 -.10

8 -.04 -.01 .14 -.02 .04 .10 -.07 -.15 -.17

*
p ,.z. .05
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Table VII

U.S. Blacks

Correlation Coefficients Between PAR
Sex Indices and PNI Indices

PAP Aggressors Ratings

Girls Boys

tlalS MaF Fall FaF Ural MaF Fati FIT

PNI

PP+ 4 -.02 -.01 .15 .07 .14 .03 .13 .15
6 -.03 -.07 .03 -.07 -.03 -.17 .06 -.09
3 .34* .11 .33* .17 -.09 -.02 .10 .04

PT+ 4 -.08 -.07 .03 -.01 .15 .01 .21* .10

6 -.05 .02 .17 .01 -.02 -.07 .10 .02

.24* .09 .23* .07 -.21* -.03 -.10 -.09

PP- 4 -.07 .16 -.26* -.15 -.27* -.06 -.30* -.19*
6 .07 .07 -.17 -.11 -.13 -.04 -.11 -.02

8 -.32* .00 -.29* -.19* -.05 -.10 -.05 -.18

PP- 4 -.07 .14 -.30* -.11 -.27* -.06 -.30* -.16

6 .10 -.01 -.29* -.17 .10 -.01 -.15 -.11

-.40* -.03 -.38* -.22* .05 .06 -.03 -.09

*
pt" .05



Table VII (con't)

U.S. Blacks

PAR Victims Ratings

Girls Boys

MaF FaM FaF MaM MaF FaM FaF

PNI

PPf 4 .01 .04 -.09 .01 .19* .05 .06 .04
6 -.04 -.01 .01 .07 .12 .22* .10 .11

3 .07 .01 -.06 .11 -.15 -.17 -.08 -.14

PT+ 4 .07 .11 -.03 .09 .20* .04 .05 .12

5 -.07 -.05 -.07 .04 .03 .03 .11 .07

3 .02 .01 -.03 .16 -.03 -.12 -.11 -.03

PP- 4 .13 -.05 .30* .19* -.03 .02 .08 .02
6 -.02 -.09 .12 .07 -.15 -.06 -.06 .01

8 -.04 -.06 .05 -.15 -.02 .03 .00 -.01

PT- 4 .n9 -.09 .23* .11 -.11 .00 .04 -.02
6 .01 .04 .15 .10 -.13 -.03 -.02 .01

8 -.01 -.02 .08 -.15 -.02 .02 .02 .00

p .05

US-
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Positive Ratings

Total Positive Index

Table I shows that the two American samples have consistently
high ratings, on the total positive index, while the Japanese
sample has the fewest ratings. The Indian sample is also low in
ratings of positive behavior, particularly in the fourth and sixth
grades. The three European samples fall between the American and
Asian populations. It is always difficult to interpret mean dif-
ferences in cross-cultural data. They may indicate simply differ-
ences in response set or they may indicate valid differences in
the behavior being measured.

A. Age Differences

The total positive ratings are remarkably unaffected by age.
The only significant age difference apparent in any of the countries
occurs for the U.S. Black sample where the eighth grade children
received more positive ratings than children in the two lower grades.
(See Table I).

B. Sex Differences

The total positive index is unaffected by sex except for the
two American samples where girls receive more ratings for compliant
behavior over-all than do boys. These findings strongly contradict
the widely held stereotype that girls are generally more obedient
and compliant than boys. This appears to be true only in the U.S
(See Table II).

C. Social Class Differences

The major sampling variable affecting the total positive
index is social class. Middle class children receive significantly
more positive nominations than lower class children in the three
European samples, Denmark, Greece and Italy, and among U.S. Negroes.
Middle class children are also rated as more compliant than lower
class children among U.S. Whites, but the difference is not signi-
ficant. In Japan the same direction of difference occurs but is
minimal. The only exception to the direction of this social class
trend occurs in India where middle class children are rated as
less compliant than are lower class children. (See Table III).

It is clear, therefore, that social class differences are
the major sampling variable affecting the total positive index,
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and that the direction of the difference is, with one exception,
consistent.

Peer-to-Peer and Peer-to-Teacher Positive Indices

The relative position of national samples appearing for the
total positive index are seen in both the peer-to-peel° and peer-to-
teacher ratings. Both the American samples are highest in their
ratings of compliant behavior, the Japanese sample consistently
low, and the Indian sample low, particularly in fourth and sixth
grades, It.'"athe three European samples holding the intermediate
positions. The single exception is that the sixth grade Greek
children were rated as more compliant than sixth grade U.S. Black
children. (See Table I).

A. Age Differences

The significant age difference observed for U.S. Black chil-
dren in the total positive index appears for the peer-to-peer
positive ratings, but is not significant for the peer-to-teacher
positive ratings. The Indian sample also shows a significant
linear age difference for the peer-to-peer positive ratings. For
both the Black and Indian samples the eighth grade children are
rated as more compliant than the children of the other two grades.
The Greek children have significant curvlinear grade affects for
the PP{- and PT+ ratings, although not for the total positive in-
dex. For both indices sixth grade children give the largest num-
ber of positive nominations. ,,See Table I).

B. Sex Differences

Both peer-to-peer and peer-to-teacher ratings reflect the
sex differences seen in the total positive index for the American
samples. Girls are rated as more compliant than boys for both
American samples irrespective of whether the compliant behavior
is directed toward peers or teachers. The only other significant
difference for the compliant indices appears in Denmark where
girls, again, are rated as having more positive behavior toward
the teacher than boys. (See Table II).

C. Social Class Differences

The pattern of significant social class differences for the
two compliant sub-indices is identical to that of the total posi-
tive index. Middle class children are rated as more compliant
than lower class children in their behavior both toward peers and
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teachers in the three European countries and among U.S. Blacks.
This same direction of mean differences is seen in these two in-
dices for the U.S. White sample, but the differences are not signi-
ficant. In Japan the means for both social classes are virtually
identical for both peer-to-peer and peer-to-teacher compliant be-
havior, while in India lower class children are rated as more
compliant than middle class children for both types of positive
behavior. (See Table III).

Negative Ratings

Total Negative Index

The ranking of countries on the negative indices is the same
as appeared on the positive indices. That is, the U.S. samples
are high, the Japanese and Indian samples low, and the three
European samples in the middle. This strongly suggests that these
differences represent response set differences, rather than valid
measurements of the overall amount of compliant or negative be-
havior appearing among children in these various countries.

A. Age Differences

The only significant linear grade affect for any of the
countries appears in Italy where eighth grade children are rated
as more negative in their behavior than the children in the other
grades. Curvilinear grade affects appear in both of the American
samples. In the White sample sixth grade children are rated as
most negative whereas they are rated as least negative in the
Black sample. (See Table I).

B. Sex Differences

Sex Is the most powerful sampling variable influencing the
negative indices. Boys receive significantly more negative nomina-
tions than do girls in all countries except India. In India boys
aro: also judged to be more negative but the difference is not sig-
nificant. Therefore, while the positive indices failed to confirm
the stereotype that girls are more compliant than boys, the nega-
tive indices strongly confirm the stereotype that boys are more
negative than girls. (See Table II).

C. Social Class Differences

No social class differences appear for the total negative index
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for any of the countries in the study. (See Table III).

Peer-to-Peer and Peer-to-Teacher Negative Indices

The overall rank ordering of the countries shown in the total
negative index appears for bota of the sub-indices. It is most
obvious for the peer-to-peer negative index. (See Table I).

A. Age Differences

A curvilinear age difference appears in the U.S. White sample
for both the PP- and PT- indices. Whereas the effect is signifi-
cant only for the PP- index in the Black sample. The direction
of the effect is the same as that observed for the total index.
A significant linear age difference appears for the PT- index in
Italy and Japan where eighth grade children give more negative
nominations than younger children. (See Table I).

B. Sex Differences

Boys are rated as significantly more negative in their be-
havior than girls, irrespective of whether the behavior is
directed toward peers or teachers, in five of the seven samples.
(U.S. White, U.S. Black, Denmark, Greece, Japan). In Italy boys
are judged to be significantly more negative than girls only in
their peer-to-peer behavior, although the same direction of dif-
ference appears for peer-to-teacher behavior. In India the
means for the two sexes are approximately the same for both of
the negative sub-indices. However, boys receive slightly more
negative nominations than girls for all three of the negative
indices. The data of the two sub-indices, therefore, confirms
the results of the total index. (See Table II).

C. Social Class Differences

Significant social class differences appear only for the
U.S. White sample where lower class children are judged to be
more negative in their peer-to-peer behavior than are middle
class children.

These,findings strongly disconfirm the general stereotype
that lower class children are more negative in their behavior
than are middle class children.
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Summary

The positive and negative PNI indices are influenced by
different sampling variables; social class is the most influen-
tial variable for the positive ratings while sex is the most
influential variable affecting the negative ratings.

Girls are more obedient and coonerative than boys in the
United States irrespective of race. However, this effect is
not significant in any other country; it is apparently ea. Ameri-
can phenomena. Girls do, however, exhibit significantly less
negative behavior, as judged by their peers in all countries
except India. Therefore, while boys are not less obedient
than girls, except in the United States, they are obstreperous
in most countries.

The data show that middle class children are more compliant
and cooperative in the classroom in all countries except India,
irrespective of whether the behavior in question is in inter-
action with teachers or with peers. This social class differ-
ence appears to be a strong pan-cultural effect. On the other
hand, no significant social class differences appear for any
of the negative ratings. The results of social class are,
therefore, opposite to the sex differences; whereas middle
class children are not more negative in their behavior than
are lower class children, they are generally more compliant.

Both positive and negative PNI ratings are generally
unaffected by age. Apparently the amount of obedient and dis-
ruptive behavior displayed by children in the classroom remains
relatively constant from the fourth through the eighth grades.
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Table I

Cross National Age Means for
Peer Nomination Indices

,Total Positive Total'Ner,ative

Grade 4 6 3 4 6 8

Japan 9.49 11.95 12.05 10.21 11.98 14.50

Italy 26.78 24.63 21.43 16.76 10.18 22.49*
India 14.35 16.21 23.92 10.06 f.92 10.80
Greece 24.52 30.70 20.34 19.51 22.07 16.16

Denmark 22.02 25.03 22.80 23.15 25.20 22.39
U.S. Black 28.48 30.28 33.18* 33.82 28.33 31.40*
U.S. White 37 04 34.76 37.78 26.03 31.71 25.56*

Peer-to-Peer Positive Peer-to-Peer Negative

Grade 4 6 8 4 6 8

Japan 9.22 12.97 12.12 10.66 11.53 11.42

Italy 27.91 26.96 24.53 15.96 12.90 1/.52
India 14.81 15.88 23.70* 9.07 8.52 9.40
Greece 24.00 30.19 21.39 17.85 19.99 11.89
Denmark 20.26 24.07 23.41 22.25 23.19 18.21

U.S. Black 29.05 33.13 37.10* 35.99 29.10 30.70
U.S. White 38.15 36.35 41.08 27.39 29.11 22.73

Pei.ir-to-Teacher Positive Peer-to-Teacher Negative

Grade 4 6 8 4 6 8

Japan 9.77 11.05 11.98 9.63 12.29 17.66
Italy 25.68 22.25 19.42 17.56 19.31 27.38
India 13.87 16 44 24.11 10.97 9.29 12.23

Greece 25.05 31.24 19.22 21.16 24.22 20.44
Denmark 23.80 25.99 22.17 24.06 27.15 26.40
U.S. Black 27.88 27.34 29.35 31.69 27.59 32.04
U.S. White 35.98 33.11 34.46 24,71 32.26 28.40

*
p < .05



Table II

Cross National Sex Means for
Peer Nomination Indices

Total Positive Total Negative

Sex Girls Boys Girls Boys

Japan 11.44 10.89 9.05 15.40*

Italy 26.47 22.44 15.29 21.65*
India 18.27 18.05 9.58 10.28
Greece 26.58 23.79 16.35 22.15*
Denmark 24.83 21.74 19.10 28.06*
U.S. Black 35.25 26.06* 25.14 37.22*
U.S. White 40.96 32.10* 19.85 35.01*

Peer-to-Peer Positive Peer-to-Peer Negative

Sex Girls Boys Girls Boys

Japan 11.09 11.78 8.24 14.17*
Italy 29.43 23.50 11.01 19.91*
India 18.14 18.13 8.52 9.47

Greece 26.18 24.20 13.47 19.69*
Denmark 22.92 22.24 16.30 26.14*
U.S. Black 37.26 28.92* 27.07 36.80*
U.S. White 41.83 35.22* 19.36 33.47*

Peer-to-Teacher Positive Peer-to-Teacher Negative

Sex Girls Boys Girls Boys

Japan 11.78 10.08 9.80 16.59*
Italy 23.56 21.34 19.47 23.37
India 18.34 17.94 10.54 11.12
Greece 26.97 23.37 19.26 24.62*
Denmark 26.75 21.22* 21.82 29.92*
U.S. Black 33.22 23.16* 23.22 37.66*
U.S. White 40.06 28.97* 20.32 36.60*

*
p < .05

CN-S



Table III

Cross National SES Means for
Peer Nomination Indices

SES

Total Positive

Low High

Total Negative

Low High

Japan 10.80 11.53 13.48 10.97

Italy 20.23 28.67* 18.93 18.02

India 19.48 16.84 10.51 9.34

Greece 19.17 31.20* 18.60 19.89

Denmark 20.70 25.87* 24.10 23.06

U.S. Black 29.03 32.27* 31.18 31.19

U.S. White 35.04 38.02 29.51 25.36

Peer-to-Peer Positive Peer-to-Peer Negative

SES Low High Low High

Japan 11.14 11.73 12.73 9.68

Italy 23.11 29.83* 16.34 14.59

India 20.11 16.16 9.62 8.37

Greece 18.96 31.43* 16.64 16.51

Denmark 20.00 25.16* 22.23 20.31

U.S. Black 31.33 34.86* 32.23 31.63

U.S. White 37.16 39.89 28.75 24.08*

Peer -to- Teacher Positive Peer-to-Teacher Negative

SES Low High Low High

Japan 10.55 11.32 14.19 12.20

Italy 17.32 27.58* 21.45 20.39

India 18.80 17.48 11.40 10.26

Greece 19.36 30.95* 20.58 23.29

Denmark 21.37 26.60* 25.93 25.81

U.S. Black 26.72 29.66* 30.14 30.74

U.S. White 32.89 36.13 30.30 26.62

*
p < .05

.111.11111111.11111.

CN-S


